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Draft Local Plan Questionnaire
	Name
	Woodcote (Epsom) Residents’ Society

	Address
	c/o 

5 Hambledon Hill,
Epsom,

Surrey,

KT18 7BZ



Please return your completed questionnaire before the 23:59 on the 19th March 2023 by emailing it to localplan@epsom-ewell.gov.uk or by posting it to:
Planning Policy
Town Hall
The Parade 
Epsom
KT18 5BY
Questions on Chapter 2 - Vision and Objectives
Q1 - Do you support the Vision?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below X☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	The vision for new homes should explicitly refer to delivering more affordable housing given that Policy S7 states that this is a key priority for the Council.


Q2 - Do you support the Strategic Objectives?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?
	


Questions on Chapter 3 – Spatial Strategy
Q3 - Do you agree with the order in which we have prioritised our search for development locations?
· Yes x☐
· No ☐
· Don't Know ☐

Please enter any additional comments
	The hierarchy in Figure 3.1 is supported but with the following important caveats.
The last order of preference in the hierarchy is ‘The wider urban area’. This by definition and as shown on the Policies Map excludes the Green Belt. The sequential list of development locations as expressed in Figure 3.1 does not therefore reflect, or is consistent with, the proposal to develop specific Green Belt sites for housing.

WERS also cannot support the statement under ‘The wider urban area’ heading in Figure 3.1 which states ‘It is important that these sites come forward for housing growth accommodate high density development …’The appropriate level of density must be determined by the sites location, physical constraints and character of its setting. It will often not be appropriate to accommodate high density development as made clear by the wording and criteria set out under Policy S12 Design. Para 124 of the NPPF also emphasises that the level of density is subject to ‘the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting (including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change.’ In other words it’s a choice and regeneration and change should not always be what is sought. The above statement in Figure 3.1 should therefore be deleted or amended accordingly.     



Q4 - Do you understand from this diagram what the Local Plan is broadly seeking to achieve by 2040?
· Yes x☐
· No ☐
· Don't know ☐

Please enter any additional comments

	The question should state this is referring to Key Diagram.



5 - Do you support Policy S1 "Spatial Strategy"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below x☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS is not at all convinced that the required ‘Exceptional Circumstances’ have or can be demonstrated to justify the allocation of 2,175 new homes within existing Green Belt sites as shown in Table 3.1. The Green Belt sites identified for housing are all performing highly in fulfilling the purposes required of the Green Belt according to the Council’s own Green Belt Study. 
If the Green Belt sites in question are performing highly in restricting the sprawl of urbanising development it would seem highly unlikely that the exceptional circumstances necessary to justify the sites removal can be demonstrated. This seems even more likely to be the case now that the Government in its latest consultation revised NPPF states that ‘Green Belt boundaries are not required to be reviewed and altered if this would be the only means of meeting the objectively assessed need for housing over the plan period.’ 
The removal of the Green Belt sites is only justified in this Draft Local Plan on the basis of meeting the objectively assessed housing need. This ‘justification’ would appear to be directly at odds with emerging Government policy for the Green Belt. 



Q6 - Do you support Policy S2 "Sustainable and viable development"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q7 - Do you support Policy S3 "Making efficient use of land"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS supports the efficient use of previously developed or ‘brownfield’ land for sustainability reasons but it is important to recognise the caveat to this in the NPPF is that it is subject to ‘safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions.’ Further guidance in the NPPF regarding densities is the need to take into account ‘the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting (including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change’. WERS considers that Policy S3 is far too prescriptive and inflexible in requiring minimum densities of 40 dph across the vast bulk of the borough outside Epsom town centre and the major transport corridors and hubs. This level of density could be entirely inappropriate in some of the borough’s Conservation Areas or certain established residential areas as identified in the Environmental Character Study.
WERS would also question the justification for the site allocations within Policies SA6, SA8 and SA9 as it is not demonstrated that exceptional circumstances exist to justify the loss of these three high performing Green Belt sites. 
It is not at all clear why the ‘Aldi Site’ on Alexandra Road has not been designated as a Site Allocation for residential development. There may be an unwilling landowner but that should not preclude a policy approach prioritising brownfield sites for much needed residential development over Green Belt sites. This is a fundamental purpose and role for the Local Plan: to lead and not just accept or pander to landowner preferences.      



Q8 - Do you support Policy S4 "Development in the Green Belt"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS supports the wording of the Policy because it is line with national planning policy. However, WERS does not support the designation of the Green Belt as shown on the Proposals Map as this excludes three existing high performing open Green Belt sites.



Q9 - Do you support Policy S5 "Climate Change and Mitigation"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Questions on Chapter 4 – Planning for Places
Q10 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 1, Hook Road Car Park and SGN Site?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q11 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 2, Town Hall, Hope Lodge & Epsom Clinic?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS is concerned about the level of re-provided public parking that may be delivered on this site. It is a highly accessible area for users of this part of the High Street and it is important that disabled and elderly people can continue to easily access this part of the town centre. 



Q12 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 3, Depot Road and Upper High Street?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q13 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 4, Ashley Centre & Global House?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q14 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 5, Land at West Park Hospital?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q15 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 6, Horton Farm?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below x☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS is concerned at the proposed removal of this site from the Green Belt. Its allocation for housing seems to fly in the face of the Council’s Green Belt Study which scores this site at an overall total of 10 out of a maximum score of 12 in terms of how it performs against the 4 main purposes for Green Belt designation. This is one of the highest scores of all the Green Belt parcels assessed in the study with maximum scoring against Purpose 1‘Check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’and Purpose 2 ‘Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another’.  In essence therefore the Green Belt Study confirms that this site has strong, durable and obvious boundaries which assist in restricting the sprawl of urbanising development.



Q16 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 7, Land at Chantilly Way?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q17- Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 8, Land adjoining Ewell East Station?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below x ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	Again this site scores highly (Score of 8) in the Councils Green Belt Study with maximum scores for Purposes 1 and 2‘Check unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’ and ‘Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another’. As with SA6 therefore WERS would question how in view of the sites important Green Belt role how the exceptional circumstances necessary to justify its removal are likely to be ever demonstrated.

The site has an important functional relationship to the adjacent playing fields and the nearby Priest Hill Nature Reserve and is overlooked by nearby 2 storey housing. WERS would therefore consider that 6 storey housing would be wholly out of character and visually intrusive on this site. 


Q18 - Do you support Site Allocation (SA) 9, Hook Road Arena?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS questions the practicality of the eastern section of this site being developed for housing. Vehicular access to the eastern part of the site will be challenging and the northern boundary of the site is bounded by large poplar trees which may be a significant constraint because of extensive roots across the site.



Questions on Chapter 5 – Homes for all
Q19 - Do you support Policy S6 "Housing Mix and Type"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


· Q20 - Do you support Policy S7 "Affordable Housing"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q21 - Do you support Policy DM1 "Residential standards"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below x☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS strongly objects to the proposed dramatic decrease in the minimum requirements from the existing 70 sq m of private garden space for houses of 3 bedroom or 40 sq m for 2 bedroom dwellings for private garden space to 20 sq m under proposed Policy DM1.   With increased emphasis on homeworking and the probability of future Covid style epidemics there needs to be designed into new residential environments sufficient outdoor space to meet the needs of its occupiers. Gardens as small as 20 sqm are unlikely in many cases to be functional, especially for families with children, and to provide opportunities for bio-diversity, solar shading and so on. WERS would suggest that any new policy should retain the type of criteria set out in the existing DM12 Housing Standards policy. It should not seek to prescribe such low minimum amenity standards which would merely serve to encourage back-land development and sub-division of plots in a way which would be often harmful to the character and appearance of established residential areas.



Q22 - Do you support Policy S8 "Specialist Housing"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS is very concerned in the light of the Guild Living planning proposal that very high density specialist housing schemes for the frail elderly are increasingly being put forward by developers in this borough. None of these schemes have included any tenure mix and often are not well related to facilities. These schemes are often in conflict with the aims and objectives of proposed Policy S6 in terms of seeking a mix of tenure, type and size of dwellings.   



Q23 - Do you support Policy DM2 "Loss of Housing"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS is concerned about the requirement that redevelopment of existing housing will only be permitted where it is replaced at existing or higher density.  Whilst WERS supports the efficient use of land this policy as worded is too inflexible and doesn’t reflect the guidance in the NPPF which emphasises the need to take into account ‘the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting (including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change’. It will not always therefore be the case that the redevelopment should be at existing or higher density if the existing buildings are in themselves not reflective of the prevailing character of the area. 



Q24 - Do you support Policy S9 "Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople?"
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Questions on Chapter 6 - Economy
Q25 - Do you support Policy S10 "Retail Hierarchy and Network"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q26 - Do you support Policy DM3 "Primary Shopping Areas and Retail Frontages"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS supports the aims of this policy but the Government’s Use Class E and permitted development rights which allow commercial frontages in high streets to be converted to residential use may well harm the traditional function of town centres and there is little or nothing the Council can do about this. 



Q27 - Do you support Policy DM4 Edge of Centre or Out of Centre Proposals?
· Yes, without changes X☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q28 - Do you support Policy DM5 "Neighbourhood Parades and Isolated Shops"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q29 - Do you support Policy S11 "Economic Development"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q30 - Do you support Policy DM6 "Equestrian and Horse Racing Facilities"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	This policy is particularly important for Woodcote & Langley Vale ward and is strongly supported by WERS.
There is a clear conflict in this policy which seeks to ensure that the Borough’s equestrian and related businesses can flourish and the promotion of the Horton Farm equestrian and livery centre as a residential development site. 



31 - Do you support Policy DM7 "Visitor Accommodation"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Questions on Chapter 7 – Built and Natural Environment
Q32 - Do you support Policy S12 "Design"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS is concerned that there is insufficient policy guidance on what high quality design will comprise. The Strategic Policy S12 sets out that all development must respect the scale, appearance and location of buildings, spaces and visual amenity of the surrounding area. We know, however, from our experience with development schemes put forward in recent years that the developers’ and landowners’ views on what respects the scale and appearance of its surroundings are often very different to what nearby residents consider to be the case. 

WERS understands that more detailed design guidance can be provided in design briefs and design codes for particular redevelopment sites and areas. However, it is considered important that there is at the very least a height guidance policy within the Local Plan as this aspect of the development is often the most controversial. We do not believe that as it stands the various design related policies in the Draft fulfil the requirement of Paragraph 127 of the NPPF, namely to ‘set out a clear design vision and expectations, so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about what is likely to be acceptable.’ The effective setting aside of the previous DM13 Building Heights policy was, in the view of WERS, a key factor in unacceptably high-rise developments being proposed over recent years in at Epsom Hospital and elsewhere in Epsom town centre and Stoneleigh. This must be discouraged in the new Local Plan and WERS suggests there should be a replacement buildings height policy in the Local Plan.



Q33 - Do you support Policy S13, Protecting the Historic Environment?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	This largely repeats national planning policy.



Q34 - Do you support Policy DM8 "Heritage Assets?"
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	Again this largely repeats national planning policy. 



Q35 - Do you support Policy DM9 "Shopfronts and Signage"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q36 - Do you support Policy DM10, "Landscape Character"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	This policy is particularly important for Woodcote & Langley Vale ward as the area of downs around Langley Vale is designated an Area of Great Landscape Value. 



Q37 - Do you support Policy S14: "Biodiversity"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q38 - Do you support Policy DM11, "Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q39 - Do you support Policy S15 "Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q40 - Do you support Policy DM12 "Pollution and Contamination"
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Questions on Chapter 8 – Infrastructure Delivery
Q41 - Do you support Policy S16: Infrastructure Delivery?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	Provision of adequate infrastructure is crucially important to mitigate the impact of developments upon existing communities.



Q42 - Do you support Policy S17 - Green Infrastructure?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐ 
· Other (please specify) ☐

Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	With inevitably more development pressures, especially for housing within the existing urban areas there will be a risk that much valued local green amenity sites could be lost. 

It is considered important that this Draft Local Plan provides protection for those green areas of particular importance to local communities. Para 101 of NPPF advocates the designation of Local Green Spaces through the local plan process and in circumstances where such areas ‘hold a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity or richness of its wildlife.’ The former Borough-wide Local Plan identified many of these locally important and valued areas as ‘Open spaces in Urban areas’. WERS is deeply concerned that there is no effective safeguarding policy in the Draft Local Plan for such areas. We would request that a Local Green Space policy is introduced and designation of appropriate sites following local consultation being undertaken. 




Q43 - Do you support Policy DM13, "Community and Cultural Facilities"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q44 - Do you support Policy DM14, "Education Infrastructure"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below x☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	WERS has concerns that proposals for intensification of existing educational facilities may not always be appropriate if it has already reached capacity. 
It seems extra-ordinary given the scale of new housing proposed in the plan that this policy does not anticipate or make provision for brand new educational facilities, especially schools.



Q45 - Do you support Policy DM15: "Open Space, Sport and Recreation"?
· Yes, without changes ☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below x ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	This policy has a major omission in not safeguarding existing open spaces which are valued by their local communities.  
It is considered important that this Draft Local Plan provides protection for those green areas of particular importance to local communities. Para 101 of NPPF advocates the designation of Local Green Spaces through the local plan process and in circumstances where such areas ‘hold a particular local significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity or richness of its wildlife.’ The former Borough-wide Local Plan identified many of these locally important and valued areas as ‘Open spaces in Urban areas’. WERS is deeply concerned that there is no effective safeguarding policy in the Draft Local Plan for such areas. We would request that a Local Green Space policy is introduced and designation of appropriate sites following local consultation being undertaken. 




Q46 - Do you support Policy S18 "Transport"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some changes suggested below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	The Infrastructure Delivery Plan, especially working with Surrey County Council, will be critical to achieving the policy ambitions. With the scale of development planned there has to considerable new investment to ensure car use and traffic congestion is minimised.  



Q47 - Do you support Policy DM16: "Digital Infrastructure and Communications"?
· Yes, without changes x☐
· Yes, with some suggested changes detailed below ☐
· No, with suggestions detailed below ☐
· Other (please specify) ☐
Please let us know what you support, or if anything is missing or needs changing?

	


Q48 - Are there any other comments you wish to make about this draft Local Plan?
	No.
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