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Introduction 
 

We write on behalf of our client, Farmland Cranleigh Ltd, concerning the recently published pre-
submission (regulation 14) consultation version of the Cranleigh Neighbourhood Plan (NP). Our 

representations on the NP relate specifically to our client’s site on land south of Amlets Lane and 

follows previous representations made at the Site Options (Housing) stage of the NP in August 2018. 
  

Location of Development 
 

Policy CRAN1 relates to the location of development and identifies criteria where development 
proposals outside the settlement boundaries will be permitted.  

 

Policy CRAN1 should be more flexible in accordance with Policy DM12 of the emerging Waverley Local 
Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies. Waverley Borough Council’s 

(WBC) view is that a policy approach which sets out specific forms of development which would be 
encouraged or constrained in the rural areas would be inflexible and unjustified. As such, WBC’s 

preferred policy approach is to set out the criteria which will apply to all development in rural areas to 

balance facilitating appropriate development with protecting the character and beauty of rural areas.  
 

Accordingly, we suggest that Policy CRAN1 should be more flexible in accordance with emerging 
Policy DM12. Policy CRAN1 should also recognise a site’s proximity to existing built development and 

identified settlement boundaries to encourage contiguous development where possible.  
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Housing Strategy  
 

Section 4.1 of the NP identifies that Cranleigh is required to deliver a minimum of 1,700 new 
dwellings over the Local Plan period to 2032, as set out in the Adopted Local Plan Part 1 Strategic 

Policies and Sites (February 2018).  

 
Notably, the government published a Housing Delivery Test: 2018 Measurement and Technical Note 

on 19 February 2019 (attached at Appendix A for reference). Under the housing delivery test’s 
criteria, all authorities under 85% of their housing requirement are required to add a 20% buffer to 

their five-year housing land supply requirement, instead of 5%.  

 
The recently published 2018 measurement identifies that WBC was at 79% of their housing 

requirement between 2015 and 2018, with a total of 1,575 homes required and only 1,240 homes 
being delivered within this time period.  

 
Given the foregoing, the NP should take the above into account in future versions of the NP to ensure 

that the council’s updated housing land requirement, based on a 20% buffer, is met.  

 
Site Allocations 

 
Allocations CRAN4 and CRAN5 

 

We have reviewed the three sites allocated for housing in the NP and would make the following 
comments in respect of the two allocated school sites: St Nicholas Junior School site (CRAN4) and 

Cranleigh Infant School site (CRAN5), which are allocated for 75 dwellings and 15 dwellings 
respectively.  

 
We note that in terms of these two site allocations, Surrey County Council wishes to re-provide an 

improved Primary School in Cranleigh, which currently operates from these two sites. The NP 

suggests that the new school will be on nearby surplus land within the existing grounds at Glebelands 
Secondary School.  

 
We would question whether the two allocated school sites are in fact available and deliverable owing 

to the fact that they are conditional on a new primary school facility being made available on an 

alternative site.  
 

A regulation 3 application was submitted in 2017 by Surrey County Council for the construction of a 
two storey building with associated car parking provision, landscaping, all-weather sports pitch and 

new access road from Parsonage Road to provide a replacement for Cranleigh Primary School (LPA 

Ref: WA/2017/0696). There were a number of objections to the proposed development by local 
residents and notably by Cranleigh Parish Council (CPC).  

 
Furthermore, ‘serious concerns’ to the proposed development were raised by the Head of Planning 

Services at WBC ‘in relation to the highway safety and parking implications in what is already a 
restricted area with limited available parking provision’. Consequently, the application was withdrawn 

in November 2017.  

 
We note that a further regulation 3 application was submitted by Surrey County Council in December 

2018 for the replacement primary school at Glebelands School (LPA Ref: WA/2018/2044). As with the 
above application, further objections to the proposed development have been submitted by local 

residents and again by CPC. The response submitted by CPC includes an objection on a number of 

matters including; the existing site is best placed for an expanded school, highway safety and parking 
implications; risk of flooding; impact on residential amenity; and loss of school playing fields at 
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Glebelands School. This objection is somewhat at odds with the aspirations of the emerging NP for 

the Glebelands School site and primary school sites.   
 

In addition, the Head of Planning Services at WBC again raised an objection identifying ‘serious 
concerns’ in relation to highway safety and parking implications.  

 

Copies of the consultation responses referred to above from CPC and WBC are attached at Appendix 
B for reference.  

 
In addition to the above, the majority of site allocation CRAN4 is within Flood Zone 3 i.e. has a high 

probability of flooding. Technical guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework identifies that 

only where there are no reasonably available sites in Flood Zones 1 or 2 should the suitability of sites 
in Flood Zone 3 be considered, taking into account the flood risk vulnerability of land uses. Residential 

dwellings are identified as a ‘more vulnerable’ use. We also note that in the Site Assessment 
undertaken by Navigus following the 2015 Call for Sites, it was concluded that this site ‘has significant 
flooding issues, which could be exacerbated by development’. Owing to flooding matters, Navigus 
concluded that the site has ‘significant constraints’. Accordingly, it can be concluded that the site at St 

Nicholas Junior School is not suitable as a housing allocation owing to matters relating to flood risk, 

particularly given that a site within Flood Zone 1 is available, namely our client’s site at Amlets Lane.   
 

Given the foregoing, it can be concluded that there is significant doubt as to whether the site at 
Glebelands can indeed accommodate a replacement Primary School. As such, it is not certain that site 

allocations CRAN4 and CRAN5 will be available and/or deliverable for housing development as their 

redevelopment for housing is conditional on a new primary school facility being made available. In 
addition, the majority of site allocation CRAN4 is within Flood Zone 3 and so is not suitable as a 

housing allocation when other sites in lower flood risk areas are available.  
 

Accordingly, the NP should allocate alternative sites, such as the site at Amlets Lane, for housing.  
 

Amlets Lane Site 

 
Our client’s site at Amlets Lane is available and deliverable in the short term. For ease of reference, 

we set out below a summary of the suitability of our client’s site for housing development and a site 
location plan is attached at Appendix C. The summary below also makes reference to the Site 

Assessment of the site at Amlets Lane carried out by Navigus following the 2017/18 Call for Sites 

(attached at Appendix D for reference).  
 

The 1.21 ha site at Amlets Lane offers a prime site for meeting housing need in Cranleigh in a 
location which would not be a major intrusion into the countryside. The site does not fall within the 

designated Green Belt, the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) or an Area of 

Great Landscape Value (AGLV) and is therefore free from any landscape designation constraints itself. 
The site assessment undertaken by Navigus states that the site ‘is surrounded by green fields’ and ‘is 
remote from the village boundary’.  However, this assessment is incorrect. The site adjoins the recent 
Cala Homes development, which lies to the south and east, and comprises up to 125 dwellings. There 

are also existing residential dwellings immediately to the west of the site. As such, the site adjoins 
existing residential development. Moreover, the site adjoins the revised Cranleigh Settlement 

Boundary as identified in Figure 8 of the NP and the Waverley Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and 

Development Management Policies Preferred Options document which was out for consultation in 
2018. Accordingly, the site is not remote from the village boundary but would offer the opportunity 

for contiguous development with existing built development and the settlement boundary for 
Cranleigh.  

 

The site is also within easy walking distance of the shops and services available in the centre of 
Cranleigh, with access via the public footpath which adjoins the eastern boundary of the site. A safe 

vehicular access to the site can also be provided onto Amlets Lane, by creating a priority T-junction 
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with the required visibility splays. Notably, access off Amlets Lane for the adjacent Cala Homes 

development of up to 125 dwellings was considered acceptable by the Local Planning Authority and 
Surrey County Council Highways Team.  

 
As we have previously advised in our submission at the Site Options (Housing) consultation stage, a 

significant amount of work has previously been undertaken in the preparation of supporting 

documents to accompany a planning application for residential development of the Amlets Lane site. 
These works include an ecological survey (and subsequent reptile survey report), a transport 

statement, a landscape and visual impact appraisal, a flood risk assessment, a preliminary 
infrastructure appraisal and an archaeological assessment. Proposed site layout drawings have also 

been prepared, which take into account comments received from the council through the pre-

application process and work undertaken through the preparation of the supporting documents. The 
latest proposed site plan is attached at Appendix E for reference.  

 
The proposed site plan illustrates that the site can provide the following: 

 

• 10 dwellings (comprising a mix of 2, 3 and 4 beds); 

• an overall density of 8-9 dwellings per hectare in accordance with the adjoining Cala Homes 
development, which reflects the transition from the settlement area to the south into the 

countryside and the AONB to the north.  

• a substantial buffer zone, with a minimum width of 32m, between Amlets Lane and the 

proposed development so as to retain the rural character of the local area and limit any 
detrimental impact on the AONB, AGLV and designated ‘countryside beyond the Green Belt’.   

• a safe vehicular access onto Amlets Lane; 

• the provision of adequate off-road parking spaces for each dwelling through the inclusion of 

garages and driveways; 

• a Local Area for Play (LAP); 

• the provision of sufficient private amenity space for each dwelling; and 

• an acceptable level of residential amenity for both future occupiers of the proposed 
development and existing adjoining residents.  

 
In summary, the site south of Amlets Lane offers a logical extension to Cranleigh which would be 

contiguous with existing built development and the revised settlement boundary. Notably, the site is 

also outside of the Green Belt, AONB and AGLV, thereby reducing the need to develop elsewhere 
within these designations and has easy walkable access to the shops and services in the centre of 

Cranleigh. Moreover, the site south of Amlets Lane is not only suitable for housing, but significantly it 
is available and deliverable for development in the short term. 

 

Conclusions 
 

In conclusion, our key representations are summarised as: 
 

• Policy CRAN1 should be more flexible in accordance with emerging Policy DM12 to balance 

facilitating appropriate development with protecting the character and beauty of rural areas. 

  

• Future versions of the NP should take into account the 20% buffer now required to WBC’s 
five-year housing land supply requirement following the recent publication of the Housing 

Delivery Test 2018 Measurement. 

 

• Two of the three site allocations (CRAN4 and CRAN5) may not be available or deliverable 

owing to the fact that they are conditional on a new primary school facility being made 

available on an alternative site. Moreover, the delivery of the new primary school facility on 
the identified alternative site is currently subject to significant local objections from local 

residents, the Parish Council and Local Planning Authority.  
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• The site at St Nicholas Junior School (CRAN4) is not suitable as a housing allocation owing to 

matters relating to flood risk, particularly given that a site within Flood Zone 1 is available, 

namely our client’s site at Amlets Lane.   

 

• Our client’s site at Amlets Lane is available and deliverable in the short term and is suitable 

for housing development. As such, our client’s site should be allocated for housing in future 
iterations of the NP and accordingly included within the settlement boundary for Cranleigh.  

 

We trust that the above will be of assistance. Should you have any queries or require any further 
details please do not hesitate to contact us.  

 
Yours faithfully 

 

 
 
Rachel Robinson  

Senior Planner 
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Introduction 

This document sets out the technical process followed in order to calculate the 2018 Housing 

Delivery Test measurement in line with the published Housing Delivery Test rulebook1.  

 

This document should be read alongside the Housing Delivery Test rulebook, and aims to offer 

more transparency into the process as opposed to setting out the policy in detail.  

 

All terminology in this document mirrors that in the Housing Delivery Test rulebook.   

 

The Housing Delivery Test measurement will be published annually by the department. The 

Housing Delivery Test period covers the previous three financial years; in the case of the 2018 

measurement the years are 2015/16, 2016/17 and 2017/18.  

 

In high level terms the Housing Delivery Test compares the net homes delivered over three years 

to the homes that should have built over the same period (their housing requirement). 

 

 

𝐻𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐷𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑦 𝑇𝑒𝑠𝑡 (%) =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑒𝑡 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠 𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑
 

 

 

The calculation is carried out based on published information and data specifically collected by the 

department from local planning authorities, National Parks and Development Corporations for the 

purpose of calculating the Housing Delivery Test. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
1https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/728523/HDT_Mea

surement_Rule_Book.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/728523/HDT_Measurement_Rule_Book.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/728523/HDT_Measurement_Rule_Book.pdf
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Calculating the homes required  

To calculate the total net homes required over the three year period the 

calculations draw on: 

 

• Annual average household growth over a ten year period. This is calculated for each of the 

test years by authority based on household projections2. The household projections used 

for each test year are: 2012-based in 2015/16; 2012-based in 2016/17; and, 2014-based in 

2017/183; 

• Local plan information4; both the most recent local plan and the previous local plan. Only 

local plans which set out an authority’s housing requirement are used. Data collected 

includes: the adoption date, start date, end date, housing requirements including 

trajectories, joint plan requirements, traveller requirements, and any unmet need which has 

been given to or taken from other authorities; and, 

• Current London Plan annual monitoring targets 2015-2025 by borough5. 

 

Given the wide ranging status and characteristics of local plans across England, the exact process 

to calculate results varied. Below sets out the five steps taken for all authorities and then goes 

through individual steps taken contingent on the plan status and characteristics which affect the 

application of the Housing Delivery Test.  

 

For every local planning authority, the steps below were taken: 

 

1. For every local authority annual average household growth over ten years is calculated based 

on the household projections available as at 1st April in each test year2.  

2. In some cases annual average household growth may be negative for one or more of the years 

being tested. In these instances all three years of the household growth including negative val-

ues are summed. If the three year summed result is a negative value, this is set to zero. If the 

                                            
2 Household projections as available at the 1st April in each of the corresponding test years. Annual average 

household growth is calculated by calculating the total household growth between the test year and ten years in the 

future, then dividing this by ten. For example: For the test year 2015/16 the 2012 based household projections are 

used. The total household growth over this period is calculated by taking the difference between the number of 

household in 2015 and 2025. This is converted into an annual average by dividing this total change by ten. 

 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-household-projections 

 
4 Local plan information was collected by the department from authorities using Delta webform. In some instances, the 

information as submitted was adapted for the Housing Delivery Test 2018 measurement and decisions about what 

information to use were decided on a case by case basis.  For example, where plans were adopted following the 

submission of data from local authorities, information has been sourced from the published plans. 

 
5 https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-three-londons-

people/policy 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistical-data-sets/live-tables-on-household-projections
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-three-londons-people/policy
https://www.london.gov.uk/what-we-do/planning/london-plan/current-london-plan/london-plan-chapter-three-londons-people/policy
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sum of the three years of annual household growth is positive (despite one or more negative 

years), the figure is not changed.  

3. Net unmet need is calculated for each authority by summing all the need taken (the authority 

becomes responsible for delivering this housing) and taking away all need given (the authority 

is no longer responsible for this housing).  

4. To convert this into an annual figure, the number of years the plan covers is calculated by tak-

ing the difference between the start date of the plan and the end date of the plan; classifying 

both the start date and end date as days the plan covers. The total net unmet need figure by 

authority is then divided by the total plan period. 

5. The annual net unmet need for each authority is then added to the annual average household 

growth for each test year. 

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5, for an authority without an ‘up to date’6  local plan 

the steps below were taken: 

 

1. The housing requirement is based on the household growth plus unmet need figure, set out in 

an adopted plan, (as calculated in steps 1 to 5 above) for each year).  

2. The number of homes required for each year over three year period is based on the lower of 

the housing requirement (as above) or household growth plus unmet need. In the incidence 

where a local authority has no up to date local plan,   the ‘lower of’ policy does not change the 

total number of homes required.  

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5, for an authority with an ‘up to date’ local plan for 

the entire Housing Delivery Test period the steps below were taken: 

 

1. The housing requirement is based on the annual target from the most recent plan for each 

year. If the local plan includes a stepped requirement then the annual target from the stepped 

requirement corresponding to the relevant period is used.  

2. The number of homes required each year over the three year period is based on the lower of 

the housing requirement or household growth plus unmet need in each year. For each individ-

ual year that the annual target is greater than annual average household growth plus unmet 

need, the lower figure is used.  

3. The final number of homes required sums each year’s lower figure to calculate the three year 

total number of homes required. 

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5, for an authority with an ‘up to date’ local plan which 

expired during the Housing Delivery Test period the steps below were taken: 

 

1. The housing requirement is based on the annual target from the most recent plan for each 

year. If the local plan includes a stepped requirement then the annual target from the require-

ment corresponding to the relevant period is used, and the steps below are applied in the same 

way. 

                                            
6 An ‘up to date plan’ for the purposes of the Housing Delivery Test is a plan which is less than five years old, or is 

older than five years old been reviewed and found not to require updating. 
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2. If the plan becomes out of date then from this point onwards the housing requirement is based 

on annual average household growth plus unmet need.  

3. If the plan becomes out of date midway through a year, a weighted average for that year is cal-

culated. This means that for as many days that the plan was ‘up to date’ within a test year, the 

annual target is used. For the remainder of the year, annual average household growth plus 

unmet need is used. 

4. The number of homes required each year over the three year period is based on the lower of 

the housing requirement or household growth plus unmet need in each year.  

5. In this instance, the housing requirement in a given test year could be: 

a. The target from the plan (if the plan is ‘up to date’ for the full year); 

b. A weighted average of the target from the plan and annual average household growth 

plus unmet need (if the plan is only ’up to date’ for part of the year); or, 

c. Household growth plus unmet need (if the plan is out of date for the full year). 

6. For each individual year that the annual target is greater than annual average household 

growth plus unmet need, the lower figure is used.  

7. The final number of homes required sums each year’s lower figure to calculate the three year 

total number of homes required. 

8. Similarly to the above, if an authority adopts a plan which covers the latter part of the Housing 

Delivery Test period then prior to the period the plan covers, annual average household growth 

plus unmet need is used. From the point following the plan start date, the housing target from 

this is used (using the relevant stepped requirement where appropriate). The “lower of” policy 

is applied in the same way, comparing the housing requirement in each year to annual average 

household growth plus net unmet need.  

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5, for an authority with a previous plan which was ’up 

to date’ for part of the Housing Delivery Test  period and whose current plan 

was  ‘up to date’ for part of the Housing Delivery Test  period the steps below 

were taken: 

 

1. If the previous plan ‘up to date’ for part of the Housing Delivery Test  period, but the current 

plan start date encompasses the Housing Delivery Test period that the previous plan covered, 

the most recent plan is used and the previous plan is not. 

2. If the previous plan is ‘up to date’ for part of the Housing Delivery Test period and this period 

does not overlap with the current plan, then the previous plan is used for as long as it is valid. 

After this period the most recent plan is used. 

3. If there is a period where there is no plan, then annual average household growth plus net un-

met need is used for this period. 

4. Where the periods above do not align with a test year, a weighted average for that year is cal-

culated. This means that for as many days that the previous plan was ‘up to date’ within a test 

year, the annual target from that plan is used. For the remainder of the year, either the current 

plan or annual average household growth plus unmet need (depending on the status of the 

current plan) is used. 

5. The “lower of” policy for each year is applied based on the housing requirement and annual av-

erage household growth plus net unmet need. For each individual year that the annual housing 

requirement is greater than annual average household growth plus unmet need, the lower 
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figure is used. The final number of homes required sums each year’s lower figure to calculate 

the three year total number of homes required. 

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5, for a London borough including Development 

Corporations with full plan making and decision making powers7 the steps 

below were taken: 

 

1. London boroughs are treated the same as the other authorities, except where there is no ‘up 

to date’ plan the most recent adopted London Plan annual borough target8 is deferred to (in the 

place of household growth plus net unmet need) rather than household growth for the measure 

of need.  If a London Borough has a previous plan that was ’up to date’ for part of the Housing 

Delivery Test  period, then this plan is used for the period it applies for. 

2. If the borough plan becomes out of date midway through a year, a weighted average for that 

year is calculated. This means that for as many days that the plan was ‘up to date’ within a test 

year, the annual target is used. For the remainder of the year, the annual borough target from 

the London Plan is used. 

3. If the borough plan includes a stepped requirement then the annual target from the require-

ment corresponding to the relevant period is used, and the steps above are applied in the 

same way.  

4. The number of homes required each year over the three year period is based on the lower of 

the housing requirement or household growth plus unmet need in each year.  

5. In this instance, the housing requirement in a given test year could be: 

a. The target from the borough plan (if the plan is ’up to date’ for the full year); 

b. Annual borough target from the London Plan (if the plan is not ‘up to date’ for the full 

year); or, 

c. A weighted average of the target from the borough plan and annual borough target 

from the London Plan (if the plan is only ‘up to date’ for part of the year); or, 

d. A weighted average of the target from the previous borough plan and the weighted 

average from the current borough plan (if the previous plan is ‘up to date’ for part of 

the period, and the current borough plan follows directly from this) 

e. A weighted average of the target from the previous borough plan and the annual bor-

ough target from the current London Plan (if the previous plan is ‘up to date’ for part of 

the year and there is no current borough plan to cover the rest of the test year period) 

f. A weighted average of the target from the previous borough plan, the borough target 

from the current London Plan and the target from the current borough plan (if the pre-

vious plan is ‘up to date’ for part of the period, and the current borough plan follows 

indirectly from this meaning the London Plan is relied upon in the interim period) 

6. For each individual year that the annual housing requirement is greater than annual average 

household growth plus unmet need, the lower figure is used.  

                                            
7 There is no 2018 Housing Delivery Test result for Old Oak and Park Royal Development Corporation as they have 

been recently created and do not have published targets against which to be measured. 

8 The London Plan figure remains valid for 5 years from the date of adoption, even where the plan is undergoing a 

revision.  
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7. The final number of homes required sums each year’s lower figure to calculate the three year 

total number of homes required. 

8. The London Legacy Development Corporation’s housing requirement is based on their 

DELTA return in the same way as other authorities. Given there is no separately published an-

nual average household growth, the “lower of” policy is not applied. Therefore the target from 

their local plan is their final number of homes required. 

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5, for authorities covered by a joint plan with a joint 

requirement the steps below were taken: 

 

1. Where authorities have a joint plan and are being measured jointly for the purpose of the Hous-

ing Delivery Test the housing requirement, where the joint plan is ‘up to date’, the joint plan tar-

get is used.  

2. If the joint plan becomes out of date during the test period then a weighted average for the year 

is calculated; using the joint plan target up to this point and from then onwards the total house-

hold growth plus net unmet need across all of the component local authorities is deferred to.  

3. For each individual year that the joint annual housing requirement is greater than the joint an-

nual average household growth plus unmet need, the lower figure is used.  

4. The final number of homes required sums each year’s lower figure to calculate the three year 

total number of homes required. 

 

The housing requirement for travellers: 

 

In addition to steps 1 to 5 and the relevant process depending on local plan status, where 

applicable the requirement for traveller accommodation9 are added to the housing requirement.  

 

This addition takes place prior to the application of the “lower of” policy which compares the 

housing requirement (containing the travellers housing requirement) and the annual average 

household growth plus net unmet need, choosing the lower for each year as the number of homes 

required for that teat year. 

 

The travellers housing requirement is calculated through the steps below: 

 

1. The travellers accommodation requirement is based on the travellers annual target from the 

most recent plan for each year. If the local plan contains no travellers requirement then no ad-

justment is made. 

2. Where there is a travellers requirement and the plan becomes not ‘up to date’ then from this 

point onwards the travellers adjustment is no longer made.  

3. If the plan becomes not ‘up to date’ midway through a year, then for as many days that the 

plan was ‘up to date’ within a test year, the travellers annual target is used (apportioned based 

on how many days this was ‘up to date’). For the remainder of the year, no travellers housing 

requirement is added.  

                                            
9 Meeting the definition in the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (August 2015) 
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4. If the local plan includes a stepped requirement for the travellers requirement, then the annual 

target from the requirement corresponding to the relevant period is used, and the steps above 

are applied in the same way.  
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Calculating the homes delivered  

To calculate the total net homes delivered over the three year period the 

calculations draw on: 

 

• Net additional dwellings10 by local authority district, England 2001-02 to 2017-1811,12; 

• Housing supply; communal accommodation, component flows of by local authority district, 

England 2015-16, 2016-17 and 2017-18 (published as part of the Net supply of housing 

release11); 

• Number of students in student only household by the number of bedrooms where all 

students are aged 18 and over, Office for National Statistics based on 2011 census13,14; 

• Age of Household Reference Person by number of adults in household where all 

household reference persons are aged 16 and over, Office for National Statistics based on 

2011 census 14,15; 

• Data supplied to the department by local planning authorities and National Parks about the 

number of homes within a local planning authority boundary that were delivered in a 

National Park, 2015-16, 2016-17 and 2017-18; and, 

• Data supplied to the department by the Greater London Authority about housing 

completions in the London Legacy Development Corporation that was within different local 

authority boundaries, Residential Completions between 01/04/2017 and 31/03/2018 by 

Planning Authority from London Development Database. 

                                            
10 As defined in the Housing Flow Reconciliation guidance. Net additions measure the absolute increase in stock 

between one year and the next, including other losses and gains (such as conversions, changes of use and 

demolitions). 

 
11 The 2017/18 published figure for Thanet has been manually adjusted by MHCLG to remove 84 units incorrectly 

included in the raw data by the authority. These units were empty homes returning to use and were removed as they 

did not meet the definition of a net additional dwelling. 

 
12 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/net-supply-of-housing 

 
13 Used to calculate the national average number of adult students living in a student only household where all 

students are aged 18 and over (2.5). 

 
14 These tables were specifically commissioned for this purpose, now published by the ONS. 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008207ct07732011censusnumberof

studentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouse

holdnationaltola.xls 

https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008208ct07742011censusageofhou

seholdreferencepersonhrpbynumberofadultsinhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07742011censusageofhrpbynu

mberofadultsinhhnationaltola.xls 

 
15 Used to calculate the national average number of adults living in a household where all Household Reference 

Persons are aged 16 and over (1.8). 

 

 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/net-supply-of-housing
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008207ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltola.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008207ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltola.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008207ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07732011censusnumberofstudentsinstudentonlyhouseholdnationaltola.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008208ct07742011censusageofhouseholdreferencepersonhrpbynumberofadultsinhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07742011censusageofhrpbynumberofadultsinhhnationaltola.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008208ct07742011censusageofhouseholdreferencepersonhrpbynumberofadultsinhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07742011censusageofhrpbynumberofadultsinhhnationaltola.xls
https://www.ons.gov.uk/file?uri=/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/adhocs/008208ct07742011censusageofhouseholdreferencepersonhrpbynumberofadultsinhouseholdnationaltolocalauthoritylevel/ct07742011censusageofhrpbynumberofadultsinhhnationaltola.xls
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To calculate the homes delivered, the steps taken were: 

 

1. For each local planning authority, net additional dwellings for the test years are used as the 

starting point. These are then adjusted in a number of ways. 

2. For each authority estimate the number of net dwellings that would be freed up from the net 

additional student and other communal accommodation built over the three year period. This is 

calculated by dividing each authority’s student bedspaces annual net change by the national 

ratio (2.5) and each authority’s other communal bedspaces annual net change by the national 

ratio (1.8). 

3. Adjust the net additional dwellings for each authority by the annual estimate of the number of 

dwellings which would be required in the absence of the net communal accommodation 

bedspaces change. 

4. For the local planning authorities whose boundaries overlap with a National Park, 

remove the net additional homes delivered in the National Park16 each year from the net 

additional dwellings statistics. 

5. For the local planning authorities whose boundaries overlap with the London Legacy 

Development Corporation, for the periods that the local planning authority’s delivery is based 

on the London Plan, the net homes delivered in the London Legacy Development Corporation 

are removed from the net addition dwellings statistics based on the data provided to the 

department by the Greater London Authority.  

6. Borough plans which pre-date the formation of the LLDC do not give a requirement broken 

down into dwellings in the borough and dwellings in the London Legacy Development 

Corporation; however the London plan does give separate plan numbers. This means where 

the borough’s requirement is based in the London Plan this will not include the homes to be 

delivered in the London Legacy Development Corporation however when the requirement is 

based on their own plan it will include these homes. Therefore the adjustment to net additional 

dwellings, removing those homes delivered in the London Legacy Development Corporation, 

should only be applied for the period where the requirement is based on the London Plan. For 

these periods, neither the requirement nor the net additions include the homes in the London 

Legacy Development Corporation.   

7. If the borough’s requirement is based on different sources within a test year (for example, the 

borough plan and then the borough target from the London plan then the removal of net 

additions each year is scaled to the proportion of the year that the London Plan is relied upon 

for the housing requirement. 

 

The final measure of the homes delivered is the sum of the annual net additional dwellings 

adjusted for National Park and Development Corporation delivery and the estimated net change in 

the dwelling stock due to the change in communal accommodation bedspaces.  

  

                                            
16 As provided to the department by local planning authorities and National Parks 
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Calculating the results 

The final result for each authority is based on their number of homes required over the three year 

period and the adjusted net additions over the same period. 

 

In all cases, the requirement for the number of homes is based on the lower of their annual 

housing requirement (based on the local plan status and characteristics) and annual average 

household growth adjusted for net unmet need. The lower figure in all years are summed to 

calculate the number of homes required over the total three year period for the purpose of the 

Housing Delivery Test. 

 

The annual net additional dwellings adjusted for National Park and Development Corporation 

delivery and the change in communal accommodation bedspaces are summed to calculate the 

total number of homes delivered over the three years for the purpose of the Housing Delivery Test. 

 

Comparing these two totals gives the individual Housing Delivery Test result for a given authority, 

joint plan or development corporation.  

 

𝐻𝑜𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝐷𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑦 𝑇𝑒𝑠𝑡 (%) =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑒𝑡 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠 𝑑𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑛𝑢𝑚𝑏𝑒𝑟 𝑜𝑓 ℎ𝑜𝑚𝑒𝑠 𝑟𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑟𝑒𝑑 𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟 𝑡ℎ𝑟𝑒𝑒 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑖𝑜𝑑
 

 

 

In cases where the total number of homes required is zero the Housing Delivery Test result is 

undefined and no consequences apply. 
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 WA/2017/0696 Consultation under Regulation 3 for construction 

of a two storey building with associated car 

parking provision, landscaping, all-weather sports 

pitch, and new access road from Parsonage 

Road to provide a replacement for Cranleigh 

Primary School with capacity of two forms of entry 

at infant stage and three forms of entry at junior 

stage on a single site currently forming part of 

Glebelands School playing field, at  Land At 

Glebelands School, Parsonage Road,  Cranleigh 

GU6 7AN 

 

 

 P Roche 

Surrey County Council 

 18/04/2017 

 

 

 Public Notice: Was Public Notice required and posted:  N/A – a 

County Council application 

 Grid Reference: E: 505866 N: 139356 

   

 Parish: Cranleigh 

 Ward: Cranleigh West 

 Case Officer: Mrs J Dawes 

 Consultation Date:  

Extended date for comment agreed 

with case officer  

15/05/2017 

 

26/05/2017 

   

 RECOMMENDATION That, serious concerns be raised in relation to the 

proposed access and parking implications in the 

vicinity.  

 

Site Description 

 

The application site currently consists of the playing fields belonging to 

Glebelands Secondary School, the existing school buildings lying to the east 

of the application site.  Between the existing school buildings and the 

application site is a bowls club, which comprises a single storey building with 

associated bowls green, car park and access from Parsonage Road. 

 

Immediately to the north of the site lies a small stream, beyond which are 

further playing fields belonging to Cranleigh Preparatory School.  To the south 

of the site is a public footpath, beyond which are the rear gardens of 

properties fronting onto the Common.  A residential area lies to the west, and 

the Christopher Robin Nursery is located immediately to the east of the 

access drive.  

 



Page 2 of 24 

The land is relatively level, with a well established band of trees running 

through the middle of the site in a north / south direction. 

 

The application site measures 3.34 hectares. 

 

Proposal 

 

The proposed development includes the development of a new school 

building with associated access, parking, and landscape works comprising the 

following: 

 

- Construction of a two storey school building to accommodate a two 

form entry infant school, a three form entry junior school and a 

separate independent nursery; 

- The provision of a new access from Parsonage Road; 

- The provision of a staff car park for 46 spaces with two accessible 

parking spaces and delivery drop-off area (no parking or drop off area 

for children / parents is to be provided); 

- All weather sports pitch; 

- External landscape area including trim trail, outdoor learning area and 

hard and soft play areas. 

 

The school building would take a linear form, positioned in a north to south 

axis and would be located within the eastern half of the site, immediately to 

the west of the Bowls Club.  The all weather pitch would be on the western 

side of the site. 

 

Access to the site would be via a new access road along the southern 

boundary of the adjacent bowls club, linking to Parsonage Road. 

 

Relevant Planning History 

 

There is a lengthy planning history at the wider Glebelands site, however the 

most relevant of which includes: 

 

SCC EIA Case 017-012 Screening Opinion 

request for proposed 

development of a new 

primary school with 

associated external 

works and car parking 

provision 

EIA not required 6th 

March 2017 

WA/2014/1456 Installation of tarmac WBC : No objection 
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SCC 2014/0119 

surfaced extension to 

staff car parking, 34 

spaces, hard standing 

for bike shelter and 

tarmac path. 

28/8/2014 

 

SCC Granted 

24/10/2014 

WA/2014/0110 Erection of enclosed 

entrance shelter 

adjoining sports hall, 

installation of two timber 

clad storage containers 

each with a timber clad 

shingle clad lead roof. 

 

WA/2013/0355 Erection of a cricket 

pavilion  

Full Permission 

1/05/2013 

WA/2012/1638 Erection of a cricket 

pavilion 

Full Permission 

06/12/2012 

WA/2008/0381 

 

SCC 2008/0024 

Consultation under 

Regulation 3 for the 

construction of single 

storey flat roofed 

extension to existing 

day nursery building to 

provide children’s centre 

facilities 

WBC No objection 

24/04/2008 

 

SCC Granted 

24/04/2008 

WA/1997/0064 Erection of a detached 

building to provide a day 

nursery 

Full Permission 

19/06/1997 

 

Planning Policy Constraints 

 

Public Footpath 

Southern Gas Networks - GPL 

Countryside beyond Green Belt 

Neighbourhood Plan Designation 

Ancient Woodland 500m buffer 

River bank within 20m 

Flood zone 3 

Flood zone 2 

River bank within 8m 

Adjacent to a Conservation Area 

 

Development Plan Policies and Proposals 
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Saved Policies C2, HE8, D1, D4, D5, D6, D7, D8, CF3, M1 and M4 of the 

Waverley Borough Local Plan 2002. 

 

Draft Local Plan Part 1 Strategic Policies and Sites 2016 Policies:  RE1, TD1, 

NE1, NE2, NE3, SP2, ALH1, ST1 

 

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires all 

applications for planning permission to be determined in accordance with the 

Development Plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The 

adopted Local Plan (2002) therefore remains the starting point for the 

assessment of this proposal. 

  

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration in 

the determination of this case. In line with paragraph 215 due weight may only 

be given to relevant policies in existing plans according to their degree of 

consistency with the NPPF. The report will identify the appropriate weight to 

be given to the Waverley Borough Local Plan 2002. 

  

The Council is in the process of replacing the adopted 2002 Local Plan with a 

new two part document. Part 1 (Strategic Policies and Sites) will replace the 

Core Strategy that was withdrawn in October 2013. Part 2 (Non-Strategic 

Policies and Site Allocations) will follow the adoption of Part 1. The new Local 

Plan builds upon the foundations of the Core Strategy, particularly in those 

areas where the policy/approach is not likely to change significantly. The 

Council approved the publication of the draft Local Plan Part 1 for its Pre-

submission consultation under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country 

Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 on 19 July 2016. The 

consultation period commenced in August 2016 and closed on 3 October 

2016. On the 21st December 2016 the Council submitted the draft Local Plan 

Part 1 for Examination. In accordance with paragraph 216 of the NPPF, 

weight can be given to the draft Plan, but the degree to which it can is 

determined by the stage the Plan has reached and the extent to which there 

are any unresolved objections to it. It is considered that significant weight can 

be given to the Draft Plan following its publication on Friday 19 August, given 

its history of preparation thus far, the iterations of it and the extent of 

consultation and consideration on it to date. The weight afforded to the Draft 

Local Plan will increase as the Plan progresses through Examination and onto 

its adoption in 2017. 

 

Other guidance: 

 

• National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 

• National Planning Practice Guidance (2014) 

• Climate Change Background Paper (2011) 
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• Open Space, Sport and Recreation (PPG17) Study 2012 

• Statement of Community Involvement (2014 Revision) 

• Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2015/2016) 

• Planning Infrastructure Contributions SPD (2008) 

• Cycling Plan SPD (April 2005) 

• Council’s Parking Guidelines (2013) 

• Vehicular and Cycle Parking Guidance (Surrey County Council 2012) 

• Waverley Local Plan Strategic Highway Assessment (Surrey County 

Council, 2016) 

• Surrey Design Guide (2002) 

• Cranleigh Village Design Statement (2008) 

 

Consultations and Parish Council Comments 

 

Cranleigh Parish Council - Objection 

 

Committee members are very concerned about this application. 

 

• Members strongly object to the construction plan hours of 7.30 am – 
6pm. It must be outside of school drop off and pick up times and not 
before 8am on a Saturday morning, as there are residential properties 
bordering the site. 

 

• Surrey County Council are wilfully ignoring the safety issues of the road 
by placing the entrance of the school on a dangerous corner which 
lacks space to accommodate the increased volume of traffic.  

 

• The existing drop off and pick up points are inadequate as they are fully 
used by the buses and coaches for the schools and by the residents of 
Sarus Place and surrounding roads having to use this area for parking 
as insufficient parking was provided for the residents. With doubling the 
students entering this area the safety issues will increase. 

 

• The playing fields to be provided are insufficient for the potential 600 
children that will attend the school along with the 60 nursery children. 
The area provided comes below the recommended guidelines. 

 

• The initiatives in place, for example the walking bus which only takes 
place during June and July, will give inaccurate figures as to those 
attending school by foot.  

 

• The bat survey is insufficient, due to it not being completed to the 
requirements expected i.e. number of visits and the months the visits 
took place. 
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The Committee would like to highlight the comments made to Surrey County 

Council: 

  

Committee Members are extremely concerned for the safety of the infant 

school children, due to the positioning of the school in a busy residential road 

where the entrance is proposed to be placed on the corner of Parsonage 

Road. The road appears to be wide enough for two cars but with no paved 

path area for parents and children to access the school. 

 

The plans clearly show a lack of consideration for infant school children aged 

5-11 and indeed nursery-aged children gaining safe access, with no clear 

paved entrance and no amount of parking for parents or a drop off system. 

The nearest car park is at least a 15-minute walk with young children, across 

a highly-congested high street. Also, the impact of adding 100 more children 

into the area which is already very busy has not been sufficiently considered. 

Noting that a nursery is also included at site with children aged 2-5. 

 

Concerns were raised as to the knock-on effect to local businesses due to the 

increased congestion of the High Street at school drop off and pick up times, 

with the pedestrian light usage being increased due to the proposed location 

of the school and additional children attending the school.   

 

Members highlighted their concerns that the site has flood zones 2 and 3, with 

the flash flooding of the High Street and surrounding areas during the 

Cranleigh Carnival 2016 after a short spell of heavy rain. Committee Members 

recommend that this is considered. 

 

The Committee would have liked the plans to be presented to them by Surrey 

County Council.  

 

Representations 

 

This is a Regulation 3 application and this Council is a consultee.  The County 

Council undertakes all consultations with interested parties and statutory 

consultees. 

 

Notwithstanding the above however, this Authority has received copies of 

letters of objection which raise the following concerns: 

 

- Whilst school building, playing pitch and staff parking have been 

considered, no thought has been given to the huge increase in 

numbers of school children travelling to and from and arriving at the 

school; 

- The impact of 3 schools will now be concentrated in Glebelands area; 
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- The schools currently have a lower population than the future 

expectation; 

- The existing infants school has available parking for parents; 

- There is no provision for parent parking in the new application to drop 

of infants; also no drop off area; 

- The impact of additional housing could double the number of children 

at Glebelands; 

- Proposal puts new and existing school attendees at risk when travelling 

to and from school; 

- The Councils have a duty of care to ensure safe arrival and departure 

of children attending the schools; 

- Cars already park all over the roads and land in front of neighbouring 

properties; 

- Implications for parking on the High Street and the Common, 

obstructing access to properties and driveways on the Common; 

- Implications as to the use of footpath from the Common – cars slowing 

to let children out, additional signage; lighting provision; implications for 

paving and levelling of path given that it is below level of adjacent 

gardens; narrow width of path with trees in the way will limit ability to 

pass; flooding implications from footpath and unclear as to the 

provision of new fencing along the footpath; 

- Site is partially in Flood Zones 2 and 3; 

- Proposal is in the wrong location; 

- Air, light and noise pollution; 

- Design and structure is out of keeping with the Conservation Area of 

the Common; 

- Mitigation measures lack detail; 

- Over 40% of pupils travel more than 1.5 km, therefore how realistic will 

alternative means of travel be?; 

- Concern that residential access routes would be blocked, causing 

obstruction and nuisance to residents – what sanctions would be put in 

place; 

- Shame to lose playing field – existing sites should be redeveloped; 

- Increased urbanisation of Cranleigh; 

- Out of hours community usage as a general purpose community centre 

– implications for access, parking and noise and disruption and impact 

on residential amenities; 

- Raising funds from renting out the premises should not be at the 

expense of residents; 

- Monies raised from the sale of existing premises should provide money 

to make proposal sustainable; 

- Proceeds from disposal of playing fields should be reinvested into 

improving sports / education facilities; 

- Support for a school but not a community centre; 
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- Implication of viewing mound and dipping pond close to residential 

properties; 

- Noise implications from construction of the pitch and fencing surround 

– a blight on rural landscape; 

- Building is unimaginative urban building, which does not fit comfortably 

within its setting; 

- Lighting should not be left on all night, and the pitch should not be 

floodlit; 

- Insufficient detail as to the colour and layout of the proposed pitch; 

- Cost of grounds maintenance; 

- Flooding has occurred in adjacent gardens not just along the northern 

boundary of the site – what mitigation is to be put in place?  

Implications for properties to south – increased impermeable surface 

cover and hence run-off; 

- Mesh boundary fencing would be unsightly and not suitable for the 

Conservation Area; 

- Large delivery vehicles and emergency vehicles will struggle to 

navigate the narrow lane; 

- Limited soft landscaping of car park area; 

- Design of building and classrooms pays no regard to the children 

growing older and moving on; 

- Footpath runs along boundaries of residential properties, lit paths will 

encourage loitering and thus a security risk; 

- There are already many buildings used by the community in Cranleigh;  

- Existing schools need to be rebuilt – but not relocated; 

- On site Key Stage 1 drop off should be a planning condition to be 

retained in perpetuity; 

- Should be a residents only parking scheme introduced for Rowland 

Road residents; 

- Congestion and inconsiderate parking has damaged the area, caused 

by the concentration of schools in a small area;   

- Landscape buffers to residential properties should be provided, 

implications for exhaust fumes, noise etc; 

- The application has a wealth of information which is difficult to capture 

– should be more dialogue with local residents. 

 

Submissions in support 

 

In support of the application the applicant has submitted a wealth of 

information and studies.  The planning statement however, concludes that the 

proposals have been developed following a detailed feasibility study and 

design process which has included community consultation and pre-

application discussions. 

 



Page 9 of 24 

- The principle of a school at this site is supported through national and 

adopted Local Plan policies; 

- The proposals will provide a range of planning benefits for the site and 

the surrounding area, complying with relevant national and local 

planning policies; 

- The proposals will provide future capacity to meet the need for school 

places in the local area; 

- A detailed site selection and appraisal process has been undertaken to 

explore viable alternative sites and the most appropriate layout within 

the selected site; 

- Proposals are design led and have evolved through contextual analysis 

and pre-application discussions with officers to ensure a high 

architectural design quality as influenced by the site topography and 

setting; 

- Proposed development and associated mitigation measures aim to 

promote active and sustainable travel to and from the School, and 

minimise the traffic impacts of the development; 

- The proposal seeks to retain and enhance features of ecological value 

and biodiversity to create a sustainable and attractive low impact 

development; 

- The proposed development will utilise sustainable and energy efficient 

building techniques and aims for a very good BREEAM rating; 

- Flood risk has been fully considered and the proposed development 

includes a detailed flood risk mitigation and drainage strategy. 

 

The Design and Access Statement notes: 

 

The proposal to amalgamate the infant and junior schools, nursery school and 

Speech Language and Communication Needs Centre will provide a total pupil 

base of 608 children between the ages of 2 and 11 years.  The statement 

concludes that the proposal would provide the necessary educational 

infrastructure to support the delivery of additional houses as outlined in the 

Waverley Borough Local Plan. 

 

The new building would contribute to the creation of a sustainable community, 

which is safe, attractive and inclusive and where the high quality design of the 

new development would make a positive contribution to the area. 

 

The design has been formulated after careful assessment of the building and 

its relationship to its surroundings. 

 

Furthermore, the proposed design and layout would not prejudice the 

provisions of sports in the area and would respect the residential amenities of 

neighbouring properties. 
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The Transport Statement notes; 

  

- Proposal will create an additional 210 pupil spaces.  The increased 

numbers are not expected to have a material impact on the capacity of 

the local highway network and the junctions surrounding the School 

site. 

- The Surrey Parking Strategy identifies that school run parking is an 

issue around many schools across Surrey, although it is a concentrated 

problem for a relatively short period of time.  The County Council’s 

Safer and Smarter Travel Team works with schools across the county 

to promote School Travel Plans which are designed to promote 

sustainable travel and reduce the reliance on the use of cars for the 

school run; 

- The Vehicle and Cycle Parking Guidance 2012 developed as part of 

the parking strategy recognises that in relation to school car parking 

that ‘Operational requirements (broadly defined as staff and visitors) 

should be provided for only, together with an overflow parking area for 

community uses.  Parent parking, pupil parking and drop off / pick up 

areas should not be provided as this is a disincentive to travelling by 

sustainable modes; 

- Parking in the wider area is under moderate pressure during the 

morning peak period, although less constrained in the afternoon; 

- Parking beat surveys identify that residual capacity for parking in the 

wider area exists and is sufficient to accommodate demand generated 

by residents, staff members and parents during drop off and collection 

periods; 

- The majority of pupils and staff travel to existing schools by car; 

- The public footpath located to the southern side of the school will be 

paved and have a minimum width of 2m, although the north- south 

section would remain as existing; 

- The proposed school would have 62 cycle spaces, 54 allocated for 

pupils and 8 for staff; 

- The expansion of the school will generate 84 additional car trips which 

results in 168 two way vehicle movements in the morning and 

afternoon peak periods.  The threshold value of 60 two way 

movements per peak is typically used as the threshold value for 

assessing if the development will have a material impact on the local 

highway network.  Although given that vehicles are likely to arrive from 

different directions they are unlikely to impact on one particular 

junction; 

- The proposed car park will provide 48 staff car parking spaces (an 

increase over the existing), a drop of area for SEN pupils and mini 

buses, and increased provision for cyclists / scooters; 
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- Off site measures include improvements at the junction of Parsonage 

Road with Cranleigh Bowl Club access road and local widening of 

existing footpath on the western side of the Bowl Club access road; 

- Parking occupancy analysis identified that the predicted demand can 

be accommodated in the wider area, although there may be short term 

parking stress; 

- Accident records indicate that no school related accident has occurred 

in the last three years, and the increase in pedestrian and vehicle 

movements are unlikely to result in an increase in accidents; 

- Promotion of demand management measures are proposed to mitigate 

parking demand, including staggering start and finish times between 

infant and junior schools, encouraging attendance at breakfast clubs 

and after school facilities and continuation of distance based 

admissions policy; 

- Promotion of non car modes of travel and safety through the School 

Travel Plan.  

 

Determining Issues  

 

Principle of development  

Lawful use of the land and loss of existing playing field / sports pitch 

Location of development and impact on the Countryside beyond the Green 

Belt and landscape character 

Highway and parking implications 

Impact on visual amenity 

Impact on residential amenity  

Impact on Heritage Asset 

Flooding Implications 

Biodiversity and compliance with Habitat Regulations 2010 

Accessibility and Equalities Act 2010, Crime and Disorder and Human Rights 

Implications 

Environmental Impact Regulations 2011 (as amended) 

Pre Commencement Conditions 

Working in a positive/proactive manner 

 

Planning Considerations 

 

Principle of development 

 

The site is located within the Countryside beyond the Green Belt, outside of 

any defined rural settlement boundary, where the countryside shall be 

protected for its intrinsic character and beauty.  The NPPF states that as a 

core planning principle, the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside 

shall be recognised.  
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In relation to the provision of educational establishments, the NPPF attaches 

great importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is 

available to meet the needs of existing and new communities.  Great weight 

should be given to the need to create, expand or alter schools to meet the 

requirements of communities and to widen the choices available in education.  

Policy CF3 of the Local Plan states that proposals for new or additional 

educational establishments will be supported subject to their impact on the 

character of the area and their compliance with other relevant planning 

considerations. 

 

Lawful use of the land and loss of existing playing field / sports pitch 

 

The application site relates to land which is currently part of the wider playing 

fields for Glebelands Secondary School.  Whilst it is noted that the proposal 

will seek to erect a large school building on a large part of the site, thereby 

reducing the extent of play fields, the remaining site would provide for an all 

purpose weather pitch. 

 

It is noted that paragraph 74 of the NPPF notes that ‘Existing open space, 

sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing fields, should not 

be built on unless: 

- The loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced 

by equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a 

suitable location.’ 

 

It is assumed that Sport England will be consulted on the application.  It is 

also noted that Sport England’s policy is to oppose any application which will 

result in the loss of playing field land unless it meets with one or more of their 

exception criteria.  It is understood that the existing field upon which the 

development is proposed is an underutilised part of the school’s playing fields, 

some distance from the existing school buildings and obscured from view by 

the Cranleigh Bowls Club.  The main playing pitches are located to the east of 

the site, and proposed drainage improvements to the existing provisions 

would enhance the ability to use the existing facility.  It is also noted that the 

site would be open to the wider community in terms of the sports facilities and 

sports hall. 

 

The proposed all weather surface will contribute to the shortfall of junior 

pitches within the Borough.  It is therefore considered that loss of the existing 

playing field would be replaced by a community facility, including the indoor 

hall and all weather artificial sports pitch which, together with the proposed 

drainage improvements to the retained Secondary School playing pitches,  

would outweigh the loss of the playing field in this instance.  
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Location of development and impact on the Countryside beyond the Green 

Belt and landscape character 

 

The site is located within the Countryside beyond the Green Belt outside any 

defined settlement area.  The NPPF states that, as a core planning principle, 

the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside shall be recognised.  

Policy C2 of the Local Plan states that building in the countryside, away from 

existing settlements will be strictly controlled.  The Government’s White Paper 

“The Natural Choice: securing the value of nature” published June 2011 states 

that as a core objective, the planning system should take a strategic approach 

to guide development to the best location, to protect and improve the natural 

environment including our landscapes. 

 

It is recognised however, that the site does not lie within an area designated 

for its higher level of landscape quality.  Nevertheless the site is an area of 

open undeveloped land which helps to contribute to the semi rural setting of 

the village and the adjacent Conservation Area.  Clearly the proposed 

development would alter the character of the immediate locality. 

 

Notwithstanding the impact on the countryside however, it is acknowledged 

that the NPPF attaches great importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of 

school places is available to meet the needs of existing and new communities.  

Great weight should be given to the need to create, expand or alter schools to 

meet the requirements of communities and to widen the choices available in 

education.  Policy CF3 of the Local Plan states that proposals for new or 

additional educational establishments will be supported subject to their impact 

on the character of the area and their compliance with other relevant planning 

considerations. 

 

Highway and parking implications 

 

The NPPF outlines that transport policies have an important role to play in 

facilitating sustainable development but also in contributing to wider 

sustainability and health objectives. In considering developments that 

generate significant amounts of movements, Local Authorities should seek to 

ensure they are located where the need to travel will be minimised and the 

use of sustainable transport modes can be maximised. Plans and decisions 

should take account of whether improvements can be taken within the 

transport network that cost-effectively limits the significant impact of the 

development. 

 

The NPPF states that development should be located and designed where 

practical to create safe and secure layouts which minimise conflicts between 
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traffic and pedestrians.  Policy M4 of the Local Plan requires developments to 

include safe, convenient and attractively designed pedestrian routes linking to 

existing or proposed pedestrian networks, public open space, local facilities 

and amenities or, public transport. 

 

With reference to car parking provision, the NPPF supports the adoption of 

local parking standards for both residential and non-residential development.  

The Council has adopted a Parking Guidelines Document which was prepared 

after the Surrey County Council Vehicular and Cycle Parking Guidance in 

January 2012.  Development proposals should comply with the appropriate 

guidance as set out within these documents. 

 

It is noted that the application has been accompanied by Transport 

Assessments and Travel Plans.  Whilst the contents of the reports are noted, 

concern is expressed that the proposal seeks a considerable increase in pupil 

numbers of 210 school spaces, not including the proposed separate nursery, 

which does not appear to have been taken into account in the relevant 

surveys.  The potential increase in traffic generated by proposed housing on 

the existing school sites has also not been taken into account, although it is 

acknowledged that there is no planning permission in place fro such 

development. 

 

The site lies immediately adjacent to a medium sized secondary school in an 

area where there is limited parking availability.  Given the nature of the 

application and the fact that the surveys acknowledge that the majority of 

pupils and staff travel by car, and the fact that parents would not be able to 

drop children off but would in the large majority of cases need to park and 

take their children into school, serious concerns are expressed in relation to 

the parking stresses and conflicts which are likely to result.  Car parks in the 

vicinity are also acknowledged to be pay and display car parks, even for short 

periods of time such that they would not offer a viable option for parents.   

 

Whilst noting that the County Council’s strategy actively seeks to restrict 

parking for parents and pupils to encourage more sustainable means of travel, 

in reality this is not always possible and the reliance on the car will be likely to 

continue.  The parking implications are considered to be critical in this 

instance and whilst the Transport Assessment has concluded that the 

proposed development would not have a significant impact on the local 

highway network, the County Council is respectfully asked to ensure that the 

highway implication of the development and associated parking are fully 

assessed and views of the Highway Authority are taken into account. 

 

Concern is expressed that the proposal underestimates the parking 

implications of the proposed development and the consequential implications 
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for existing residents, road junctions and the capacity of the High Street, with 

cars backing up at junctions.   

 

It is also noted that the existing access from the School onto Parsonage Road 

is relatively narrow and has a right angle bend within it limiting views.  Given 

the access to the school would be immediately adjacent to the access road it 

is unclear as to how the safety of children, in the volume proposed as the 

main entrance to the school would be secured.  

 

In relation to the provision for cyclists, the NPPF states that in order to make 

the fullest possible use of cycling, development should be located and 

designed where practical to create safe and secure layouts which minimise 

conflicts between traffic and cyclists.  Policy M5 of the Local Plan accords with 

the NPPF in requiring developments to include, where possible, safe and 

convenient cycle routes which can connect to the Borough-wide cycle 

network. 

 

It is acknowledged that the proposal seeks to significantly increase the level of 

cycle parking spaces within the school.  Whilst this is laudable, it is relevant to 

note that the proposal is for a junior school serving children aged 4 – 11 and 

as such it would realistically only be a small proportion of students that would 

be able to safely access the school by bike, particularly given the nature of the 

roads and the catchment of the school. 

 

It would appear that there are only two entrances to the school, one from 

Parsonage Road and one from the footpath to the south of the site onto the 

Common.  It is noted that this is relatively narrow in width and is bounded by 

residential garden fences.  Concern is expressed that the footpath is narrow 

and would not have the capacity to accommodate the potential increase in 

pedestrian traffic.  The width for example would cause issues for people with 

buggies or even young children on bikes to pass each other.  It is noted that 

trees are also currently within the footpath.  The footpath exits onto the 

Common where there is no available parking and concern is expressed that 

the use of this footpath may create problems of unauthorised parking on the 

Common, and the consequential implications for local residents. 

 

It is understood that the school, through promotion in the School Travel Plan 

seeks to encourage alternative means of travel to the school, however given 

the catchment and the age of the children there will always be a large 

proportion of pupils which would travel by car as indicated by the parking 

surveys.  Working parents are also unlikely to walk to school when time is of 

the essence.  
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It is also noted that the schools are proposing staggered hours, however for 

those parents with children at both parts of the school this would effectively 

extend the time required to pick up and drop off their children.  It is also 

worthy of note that young children will often need to be delivered to and 

collected from classrooms and would not therefore be ‘dropped off’, thereby 

also extending the length of time that cars may be parked.  The County 

Highway Authority is, therefore, respectfully asked to robustly examine the 

transport and parking implications of the scheme. 

 

Concern is also expressed that the proposal has not taken into account the 

cumulative implications were the existing Glebelands site be at full capacity or 

expanded at some time in the future. 

 

Furthermore, it is noted that some of the surveys were undertaken in the 

spring, where the weather and the amount of daylight is likely to be better than 

in the middle of the winter when it is more likely that more vehicle journeys will 

be made. 

 

In view of the above and having taken into account the views of Local 

Members who have knowledge of existing traffic and parking pressures within 

the vicinity it is considered that strong concerns remain at the ability of the site 

to accommodate the scale of development proposed without adversely 

affecting the local highway network and the amenities of existing residents in 

relation to access, parking and associated disturbance and congestion. 

 

Impact on Heritage Asset 

 

Paragraph 128 of the NPPF states that ‘Local Planning Authorities should 

require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets 

affected, including any contribution made to their setting. The level of detail 

should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is 

sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal on their 

significance’.  

 

Paragraph 129 of the NPPF states that ‘Local Planning Authorities should 

identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may 

be affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a 

heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary 

expertise. They should take this assessment into account when considering 

the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise conflict 

between the heritage assets conservation and any aspect of the proposal.  

 

The NPPF defines ‘significance’ as the value of a heritage asset to this and 

future generations because of its heritage interest. That interest may be 



Page 17 of 24 

historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical 

presence, but also from its setting.  

 

Paragraphs 131 states that, ‘in determining planning applications, local 

planning authorities should take account of the desirability of sustaining and 

enhancing the significance of heritage assets and putting them to viable uses 

consistent with their conservation; the positive contribution that conservation 

of heritage assets can make to sustainable communities including their 

economic vitality; and the desirability of new development making a positive 

contribution to local character and distinctiveness’.  

 

Paragraph 132 states ‘When considering the impact of a proposed 

development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight 

should be given to the asset’s conservation. The more important the asset, 

the greater the weight should be. Significance can be harmed or lost through 

alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. 

As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear 

and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a Grade II listed 

building… should be exceptional’.   

 

Paragraph 133 states that ‘Where a proposed development will lead to 

substantial harm to or total loss of significance of a designated heritage asset, 

local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be 

demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is necessary to achieve 

substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the 

following apply: 

 

• The nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the 

site; and 

• No viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium 

term through appropriate marketing that will enable its conservation; 

and 

• Conservation by grant funding or some form of charitable or public 

ownership is demonstrably not possible; and 

• The harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back 

into use. 

 

Paragraph 134 states that ‘where a development proposal will lead to less 

than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this 

harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including 

securing its optimum viable use.’  
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The NPPG 2014 provides guidance under the Section titled ‘Conserving and 

Enhancing the Historic Environment’. Whilst not a policy document, it does 

provide further general advice to policies in the NPPF.    

 

Pursuant to the decision of the High Court in Barnwell Manor Wind Energy, 

the Decision Maker should give considerable importance and weight to the 

setting of the Listed Building. If the harm is found to be less than substantial, it 

does not follow that the S66 duty can be ignored, although this would lessen 

the strength of the presumption against the grant of planning permission. 

 

Pursuant to the decision of the Court of Appeal in Forge Field Society, the 

finding of harm to the setting of a Listed Building or a Conservation Area gives 

rise to a strong presumption against planning permission being granted. If 

harm is identified then the decision maker should acknowledge that there is a 

presumption against permission. 

 

In this instance the designated Heritage Asset is the Cranleigh  Conservation 

Area.  Cranleigh Conservation Area is split into 6 distinct character areas, of 

which the adjacent Conservation Area is called the Common (north).  This 

area is characterised by the large area of open space surrounded by 

dwellings constructed in the Surrey vernacular, of a variety of sizes and scale.  

The area is also characterised by the Lime trees that line The Common. 

 

It is expected that the County Council will take into account and fully access 

the impact of the proposed development on the adjacent Conservation Area. 

 

Impact on visual amenity 

 

The NPPF attaches great importance to the design of the built environment as 

a key part of sustainable development.  Although planning policies and 

decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes, 

they should seek to promote or reinforce local distinctiveness.  Policies D1 

and D4 of the Local Plan 2002 accord with the NPPF in requiring development 

to have high quality design and to be well related in size, scale and character 

to its surroundings. 

 

The proposed development would have a significant impact on the visual 

amenities of the area given that the site is currently undeveloped and an open 

playing field.  Whilst the proposed building is orientated in a north / south 

direction to minimise the potential impact on local residents, it would 

nevertheless have a significant presence.  Whilst is it is appreciated that the 

building is relatively functional in its appearance, the inclusion of a very 

shallow pitch roof keeps the overall height down.  The building however does 
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not reflect local distinctiveness and it is considered that the design of the 

buildings could be improved. 

 

Notwithstanding this concern it is appreciated that the building would 

functionally relate to the site and would keep the proposed built form close to 

the existing Bowls Club. 

 

Impact on residential amenity 

 

The NPPF identifies that within the overarching roles that the planning system 

ought to play, a set of core land use planning principles should underpin both 

plan-making and decision making. These 12 principles include that planning 

should seek to secure a good standard of amenity for all existing and future 

occupants of land and buildings. These principles are supported by Policies 

D1 and D4 of the Local Plan and guidance contained within the Council’s SPD 

for Residential Extensions.  

 

Residential properties lie immediately to the south of the proposed site, and 

within Parsonage Road adjacent to the proposed new access road.  Given the 

proximity of the proposal to existing properties, and the resultant increase in 

pedestrian movements along the boundaries of existing properties it is 

envisaged that the proposal would have a direct impact on the amenities of 

those neighbours.  Currently the land to the rear of properties fronting the 

Common are open undeveloped playing fields, and it is noted that due to the 

distance from the main school buildings, these are not particularly well used 

areas of the existing school.  Therefore the proposal to erect a large, two 

storey building capable of accommodating some 540 pupils and 47 staff would 

have an impact on the amenities of these residents.   Furthermore the 

increased traffic and pedestrian movements to and from the site and the 

implications on the surrounding road network and the adjacent footpaths, 

needs to be fully considered in determining the application. 

 

It is noted that the proposed building has been orientated in a north / south 

direction to minimise the impact of the built form and any degree of 

overlooking of adjacent residents, although the proposed staff car parking 

area would be closest to the neighbours and all access to the school, other 

than staff in vehicles, would be directed along the footpath immediately 

adjacent to existing gardens.     It is also noted that the proposal seeks to 

erect close board fencing to assist in protecting the amenities of existing 

residents.  It is expected that the County will fully assess the noise 

implications of the proposed development on local residents. 

 

As indicated above, it is also anticipated that local amenities may be 

adversely affected in terms of parking and increased congestion in the 
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immediate road network.  Due consideration should also be given to the hours 

of operation outside of school hours and any implications for external lighting 

in terms of footpaths, car parks and all weather pitches and the disturbance 

that this may cause. 

 

Flooding Implications 

 

Paragraph 103 of the NPPF states that when determining planning 

applications, local planning authorities should ensure flood risk is not 

increased elsewhere.  Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding 

should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highest risk, 

but where development is necessary, it should be made safe without 

increasing flood risk elsewhere.  Development should only be considered 

appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a site-specific flood 

risk assessment following the Sequential Test, and if required the Exception 

Test, it can be demonstrated that: 

 

− within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of 

lowest flood risk, unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a 

different location; and 

− development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant. 

In a Written Ministerial Statement on the 18th December 2014, the Secretary 

of State for Communities and Local Government set out the Government’s 

expectation that sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) will be provided in new 

developments, wherever this is appropriate.  

 

Decisions on planning applications relating to major developments should 

ensure that SuDS for the management of run-off are put in place, unless 

demonstrated to be inappropriate. Under these arrangements, local planning 

authorities should consult the relevant Lead Local Floor Authority (LLFA) on 

the management of surface water; satisfy themselves that the proposed 

minimum standards of operation are appropriate and ensure through the use 

of planning conditions or planning obligations that there are clear 

arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance over the lifetime of the 

development. The SuDS should be designed to ensure that the maintenance 

and operation requirements are economically proportionate. This policy came 

into effect on the 6th April 2015 and from the 15th April 2015, the LLFA in 

respect of surface water drainage and SuDS will be Surrey County Council. 

 

The NPPG states that whether SuDS should be considered will depend on the 

proposed development and its location, for example where there are concerns 

about flooding. SuDS may not be practicable for some forms of development. 

New development should only be considered appropriate in areas at risk of 
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flooding if priority has been given to the use of SuDS. When considering major 

development, SuDS should be provided unless demonstrated to be 

inappropriate. Whether a SuDS system is appropriate to a particular 

development proposal is a matter of judgement for the Local Planning 

Authority and advice should be sought from relevant flood risk management 

bodies, principally the LLFA.  

 

The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) has 

published non-technical standards for SuDS (March 2015) which will be taken 

into account by the LLFA and local planning authorities in assessing the 

acceptability of SuDS schemes.  

 

It is assumed that the views of colleagues responsible as the Lead Local 

Flood Authority and the views of the Environment Agency will be taken fully 

into account, particularly given that part of the site lies within Flood Zones 2 

and 3.  It is further noted however that local residents have also indicated that 

there is a potential for other parts of the site to flood and this should also be 

taken into account. 

 

Tree Implications 

 

The NPPF states that planning permission should be refused for development 

resulting in the loss or deterioration of aged or veteran trees found outside 

ancient woodland, unless the need for, and benefits of, the development 

clearly outweigh the loss.  Policies D6 and D7 broadly support the aims of the 

NPPF stating that the Council will protect significant trees and groups of trees 

and hedgerows through planning control. 

 

It is noted that there are some large trees and well established trees within the 

site, which are not only important from within the site but also form part of the 

backdrop to the setting of the Conservation Area and help to create the semi 

rural character of the locality.  In determining the application, the views and 

consideration of the Council’s own tree and landscape officers should be 

taken fully into account. 

 

Biodiversity and compliance with Habitat Regulations 2010 

 

The NPPF requires that when determining planning application, local planning 

authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying the 

following principles: 

 

If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through 

locating on an alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately 
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mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for then planning permission 

should be refused. 

 

In addition, Circular 06/2005 states ‘It is essential that the presence or 

otherwise of protected species and the extent that they may be affected by the 

proposed development, is established before planning permission is granted.’ 

 

The application property does not fall within a designated SPA, SAC, SNCI or 

SSSI. It is not within 200m of ancient woodland although it is close to a water 

course with a stream running to the north of the site. Having regard to this, it is 

recommended that full account is taken of the views of the Surrey Wildlife 

Trust and Natural England.   

 

Accessibility and Equalities Act 2010, Crime and Disorder and Human Rights 

Implications 

 

The County Council shall ensure that full account is taken of the need for the 

building to be readily accessible to all, particularly given that the proposal 

would be open to the public out of school hours. 

 

Environmental Impact Regulations 2011 (as amended) 

 

The proposal is considered not to be EIA development under either Schedule 

1 or 2 of the EIA Impact Regulations 2011 (as amended) or a 

variation/amendment of a previous EIA development nor taken in conjunction 

with other development that is likely to have a significant environmental effect. 

 

Conclusion  

 

Whilst the principle of a new school is fully appreciated and understood, 

serious concerns are raised in relation to the highway safety and parking 

implications in what is already a restricted area with limited available parking 

provision.  The Borough Council would ask that the highway access and 

parking issues are fully and robustly examined to ensure that the amenities of 

the area and highway safety is protected. 

 

In view of the above the County Council be advised that serious concerns are 

raised in relation to the proposed access and parking implications in the 

vicinity. 
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Case Officer   Signed: Jo Dawes     Date: 6th June 2017 

 

Agreed by Team or DC Manager…………………………………....Date:……….. 

 

Time extension agreement in writing seen by signing off officer:  

 

Yes    No     N/A 

 

 

For Certificate of Lawfulness applications:  Use/Operations/Matter 

 

Agreed by Legal services…………………………………………….Date………. 

 

Agreed by Development Control Manager or Head of Planning Services 

………………………………… 

 

This report has been agreed under the delegated authority by the Head of 

Planning Services. 

Decision falls within ….(number reference) of the Scheme of Delegation 

……….. (initialled by Authorising officer)  

 

Copy to Policy for SPA or infrastructure contributions? N/A 

  

Pass File to Enforcement N/A 

  

Is there an extant Enforcement Notice in place for the same or 

similar development served no more than 2 years previously?  

 

N/A 

 

Does this application need to be referred to the Secretary of State in 

line with Town and Country Planning (Consultation) Direction 2009? 

 

N/A 

 

Notify Environmental Health Team of decision (send copy) N/A 

  

Is this subject to a legal agreement? N/A 

  

If yes, is there a signed copy on file? N/A 

  

Notify Legal Services of decision if approval and if subject to legal  N/A 

agreement (send copy)  
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Cranleigh Neighbourhood Plan site assessments 

N25 Land to south of Amlets Lane 

  

 

1. Background information 

Site location and use 

Site location Land to south of Amlets Lane, GU6 7DH 

Gross area (ha) 1.21 ha 

SHLAA site ref (if applicable)  
 

Context 

Surrounding land uses Green belt beyond Amlets Lane, mainly 
fields, some scattered larger housing 

Is the site: 
   Greenfield       Brownfield         Mixture           N/K 
 
 

Greenfield 

Existing/previous use Greenfield land 

Site planning history  
Have there been any previous applications for development on 
this land? What was the outcome? 

Whilst no applications submitted, the site 
has been the subject of pre-application 

discussions with planning officers in 2016 
and 2017 – the site promoter is planning to 

submit site based on the lack of 5-year 
land supply at Waverley. 
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2. Availability 

Availability 

 Yes/No Comments 

Is the site landowner(s) willing to 
submit the site for development (if 
known)? 
If the site is not available for development, then 
do not proceed with the rest of the assessment 

Yes Landowner is the sole owner of the site 

Are there any known legal or ownership 
problems such as unresolved multiple 
ownerships, ransom strips, tenancies or 
operational requirements of 
landowners? 

No  

Is there a known timeframe for 
availability? 

 Within five years 

 

3. Suitability 
 

Suitability 

Where is the site located in 
relation to the built-up area of 
the nearest settlement? 

Clearly outside 
the settlement 

  

What is the size of the nearest 
settlement? 

A main centre Cranleigh Village 

How would development of this 
site relate to the surrounding 
uses? 

Neutral 

The site is surrounded by green fields 
and poorly located to the village. 
There is, however, a new housing 

development currently being 
constructed to the east/south east of 

the site and this site would adjoin that. 

How is the site currently 
accessed? Is it accessible from 
the highway network? Can the 
network support the potential 
level of traffic that would be 
created? 

A new vehicular/ pedestrian access would be required to be 
provided off Amlets Lane. The site promoter has undertaken 

an initial review which demonstrates that a priority T-
junction can be taken from Amlets Lane. This would allow 

adequate junction spacing together with the required 
visibility splays. 

There is a development by Cala Homes in the process of 
being constructed to the east/south east of the site also 

accessed of Amlets Lane.  
It will be necessary to engage with Surrey CC Highways 

Team to determine whether the volume of traffic that the 
site will produce can be supported by the network. 

Pedestrian accessibility to High 
Street? 

The site is remote from the High Street. There are no 
pavements along Amlets Lane, which is a narrow rural road 
(national speed limit).  There is an existing footpath that runs 
along the eastern boundary of the site but which falls outside 
the site itself. This footpath connects to the village. 

Environmental considerations 

What is the distance from the 
edge of the site to any of the 
following: 

Distance Comments 
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Sites designated as being of 
European importance1 

>800m 12,180m 

Sites designated as being of 
national importance2 

>800m 4631m 

Sites designated as being of local 
importance3 

400m-800m 
 

591m 

 

Community facilities and services 

What is the distance 
to the following 
facilities (measured 
from the site centre): 

Distance Observations and Comments 

Village / local centre / 
shop 

>800m 1,044m 

Public transport (with 
at least a half hourly 
service during the 
day) 

400m-800m 
 

479m 

School(s) 
>800m  

Primary - 938m 
Secondary – 960m 

Health centre facility >800m 1.268m 

Open space/ 
recreation/play 
facilities 

<400m 
 

368m 

Does the site have the 
potential to provide 
additional open 
space/recreation/ 
community facilities? 

No – site is poorly 
located and too 

small  

The site is remote from the village and is too 
small to provide additional facilities to benefit 

the wider community. 

 

Historical considerations 

Proximity of 
site to the 
following 
sites/areas: 

Proximity Comments 

Archaeological 
sites 

Site is not on or adjacent to an 
archaeological site 

 

Scheduled 
ancient 
monuments 
(SAMs) 

Site is not on or adjacent to a 
SAM 

 

Listed buildings Site does not contain or adjoin 
a listed building 

 

Conservation 
Area 

Site is not adjacent to or 
within the setting of a 

Conservation Area 
 

 

 

 

                                                             
1 Special Areas of Conservation, Special Protection Areas, Ramsar sites 
2 Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Ancient Woodland 
3 Local Nature Reserves, Sites of Nature Conservation Importance  
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Other key considerations 

  Comments 

What proportion of site is 
in fluvial flood risk zone 3 
(highest risk)? 

<25% 0% 

What proportion of site is 
in fluvial flood risk zone 2 
(medium risk)? 

<25% 0% 

Is the site at risk of 
surface water flooding? 

No No 

What proportion of site is 
Grade 1 or 2 (highest 
value) agricultural land? 

<25% 0% 

What proportion of site is 
Grade 3 (valuable) 
agricultural land?  

25% 100% 

Significant infrastructure 
crossing the site, i.e. 
power lines, pipelines? 

No None 

Impact on Public Rights 
of Way (PROWs) 

None None 

 

Physical characteristics 

Characteristics which may 
affect development on the 
site 

Comments 

Topography 
Flat/plateau/steep gradient 

Flat 

Landscape impact 
Would development harm 
landscape character or setting? 

Amlets Lane is fairly narrow and very rural in character. The 
Green Belt boundary lies to the north of the Lane and there 

could be visual impact from the north. There is, however, a new 
housing development to the east/south east, which adjoins the 

settlement boundary and could unlock this area for 
development. Access to the site, however, is off the narrow, 

rural Amlets Lane. 
 

Other considerations 

Extent to which the site contributes towards 
other Neighbourhood Plan objectives 

Comments 

Will the site generate a 
significant amount of 
additional traffic 
travelling through the 
High Street? 

Possibly 

Whilst there is a footpath that leads to the 
village centre, it is likely that the majority of 

movements to the village centre will be by car 
because of the remoteness of the site. With 9 

dwellings proposed, this could represent at 
least two cars per dwelling, meaning that the 

site might generate an additional 18 cars. 

Does the site have the 
potential to provide 
improved public parking 
to serve Cranleigh 
village? 

No potential and 
poorly located 

The site is too remote from the village centre 
and does not have sufficient space. 
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Does the site have the 
potential to support 
commercial activities, 
including start-ups? 

No potential and 
no support by site 

promoter 
The site is poorly located and proposed purely 

for residential use. 

 

 

 

4. Summary 

 

Conclusions 

Site number/name: N25, Land to south of Amlets Lane, Cranleigh 
Please tick a box 

The site is appropriate for development  

The site has minor constraints  

The site has significant constraints x 

The site is unsuitable for development  

Potential housing 
development capacity 
(estimated as a development of 
30 dwellings per hectare) 

9 dwellings of which: 
4x 4-bedroom 
4 x 3-bedroom 
1 x 3-bedroom 

Estimated development 
timeframe 

 
Within 1 year 

Explanation/justification for 
decision to put forward site 
for consideration as a 
sustainable option 

The site is remote from the village boundary and bounded to the 
north by Green Belt. It does however now adjoin a new 

development, which might enable its development to be more 
viable although the highway capacity would need to be 

determined with Surrey County Council. 

Infrastructure requirements? e.g. highways, water, education 

All utilities infrastructure would need to be provided to serve the site.  

 Other issues? 
None 
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