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Report Background 
 
Introduction - The Rural Housing Enabler Project 
 
The Rural Housing Enabler for Surrey project at Surrey Community Action commenced in June 2006.  The 
purpose of the project is to work with rural parishes to help them to identify local housing need, and 
where a need exists, to liaise between the community, the local authority and other appropriate experts 
(such as Housing Associations) and landowners to facilitate the development of affordable housing to meet 
the needs of rural communities.  The Rural Housing Enabler is also working with Parish Councils to assist 
with conducting Housing Needs Survey’s to form part of the evidence base for Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
Housing need in this context is defined as follows: 

 
o ‘Housing need’ can be defined as the need for an individual or household to obtain housing 

which is suitable to their circumstances; 
o It implies that there are problems or limitations with the household’s current housing 

arrangements and that the household is unable to afford or to access suitable accommodation 
in the private sector; 

o Such problems may be concerned with housing costs, size, location, layout, state of repair or 
security of tenure; 

o This need may be immediate or anticipated in the near future. 
o It may also include households who are looking to downsize but remain within the locality. 

 
 
Sources of land for affordable housing 
 
There are a number of ways in which land can be made available for affordable housing. The list below 
includes the most common ones (however please note that this list is not exhaustive):  
 

o Public Authority land (often land that belongs to the Local Authority) 
 

o Private Estate land (land gifted or disposed of at low cost by charitable landowners)  
 
o As the Council’s standard policy for affordable housing attached to open market housing 

development: The Subsidised Affordable Housing within Settlements Policy (Policy H5) sets 
minimum thresholds for market housing development sites that will require the inclusion of 
affordable housing. In areas of less than 3,000 inhabitants this threshold is 5 or more dwellings or 
sites of 0.2 hectare or more (irrespective of the number of dwellings). In settlements of more than 
3,000 inhabitants, this threshold is 15 or more dwellings or sites of 0.5 ha or larger.  The Council 
requires the level of provision to be at least 30%. However, the actual number and form of 
provision will be negotiated on a site by site basis.  

 
o Rural Exception Sites: sites that would not normally qualify for planning permission may be given 

exceptional planning permission provided the development meets a proven local demand and is 
small-scale. Only households with an agreed local connection defined by a Section 106 Agreement 
would be eligible for affordable housing on a Rural Exception Site and any dwellings must remain 
low-cost in perpetuity. 1 Local need is proven by means of a current Housing Need Survey which can 
be undertaken by the Rural Housing Enabler in partnership with the relevant Parish Council.  

                                            
1
 As per the Statutory Instruments 1997/625, The Housing (Right to Acquire or Enfranchise) (Designated Rural Areas in 

the South East), in designated rural areas such as West Horsley, dwellings cannot be ‘lost’ to the open market because. 
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Statutory and local provisions can be incorporated to ensure that any affordable homes built remain as 
affordable. This can take the form of land covenants, planning conditions or the setting up of non-profit 
making trusts which can help ensure retention of the land for affordable housing.  
 
Housing Need in West Horsley - Report Summary 
 
A Housing Needs Survey for West Horsley took place in May 2014 to form part of the evidence base for 
their Neighbourhood Plan.   A brief summary of the findings follows. 
 
There was a 55% return rate on the survey, which were distributed to all households in the parish by hand.  
Across the country, a 10-35% response rate is generally recorded and as such this was an outstanding 
response rate. 
  
Part 1 of the survey was designed to gather views of all residents regarding the concept of the local need 
for housing, and Part 2 measures the level of existing need for housing within the parish.  
 
From the responses the following can be determined: 
 

 Of those who responded attitudes towards the principle of development of housing for local people 

was broadly supportive, of the 55% returns, 62.2% in support, 22.7% against and 14.9% were 

undecided.  There were a number of strongly worded caveats attached to those who were in favour 

which are detailed later in the report. 

 

 59 households completed part 2 of the survey,  24 of these were current owners in need of  smaller 
homes, 16 were emerging households, children wishing to set up first homes, the remainder were 
made up of people retiring and no longer being able to afford current homes, those in private rent 
and tied accommodation. 
 

 Local infrastructure and services are considered very stretched, in particular the local schools, 
(where several people made comments about not being able to get their children enrolled) roads, 
traffic and Doctors Surgery.  Parking at the local shops featured highly as well. 
 

 A real concern at the lack of smaller homes and the demolition of many bungalows to make way for 
larger family homes. 
 

 Over 42% of respondents were aged 65 or over (19% of respondents being 75 plus) 
 

 20% of respondents lived in single person households, 65% were couples and families made up just 
14%. 
 

 42% of respondents had lived in the parish for more than 20 years. 
 
 

Many of the comments are unsurprising considering Guildford Borough Council’s emerging Local Plan and 
Green Belt Review.  However, behind this lies strong support for new homes if they are to meet the needs 
of local people, and in particular for the ageing population and younger people because of the lack of 
smaller, affordable properties.  There were also concerns expressed around the location regarding any 
possible new housing, the pressures on the infrastructure, the means by which homes can remain 
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affordable for local people and many comments about not encroaching on the Green Belt. A full list of 
comments is attached as Appendix 2. 

 
West Horsley Background 
 
 
West Horsley is one of the oldest villages in Surrey and lies 6 miles to the North East of Guildford and 6 
miles to the South West of Leatherhead, it is bordered by Ockham in the North, East Horsley in the East, 
Shere in the South and East Clandon/Shere and Ripley to the West.  It has a population of about 2828 
people, in 1111 households.2 The village has a Church, St Mary’s which dates back to the 11th Century, 
West Horsley Place which was developed between the 16th and 18th Centuries, two pubs and an active 
village hall which plays host to a number of local groups and activities including Puddleducks playgroup.  
The village also has its own tennis court, football club, good neighbour scheme, orchard, allotments and 
community garden.  There are two independent Prep Schools, Cranmore Preparatory , Glenesk Pre- 
preparatory as well as The Raleigh, an Academy School for children aged 4-11, the nearest Secondary 
School, Howard of Effingham lies just over 3 miles away. 
 
The village lies on the A246 and south of the M25 and A3, it is serviced by the 478 bus which runs from 
Guildford to Leatherhead 4 times a day during the week, a school bus service to the Howard of Effingham 
School and the 479 which runs hourly from Guildford to Epsom. West Horsley does not have a railway 
station. The nearest railway station is located in the neighbouring village of East Horsley; there is a good 
train service to London Waterloo with trains departing every 10 to 20 minutes during the day.  
 
 

 

                                            
2
 This is based on the 2012/13 electoral roll, from October 2012  
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Household Characteristics of West Horsley parish3 

Data from Census 2011 provides the latest update on the existing housing stock in the parish. In line with 
most rural areas, semi-detached and detached dwellings dominate:   

 
Detached houses  Semi-detached houses  Terraced houses 

723  341  25 
63.3% of dwellings (England 

average = 22.3%)  29.9% of dwellings (England 
average = 30.7%)  

2.2% of dwellings (England 
average = 24.5%) 

 
     

Flats (purpose built)  Flats (other)  Caravan or other temporary 
accommodation 

31  19  3 

2.7% of dwellings (England 
average = 16.7%)  

 
1.7% of dwellings (England 

average = 0.4%) 
 

 0.3% of dwellings (England 
Average = 0.4% 

     
 
 

 
Housing characteristics of West Horsley 

 
In terms of tenure, West Horsley has a tenure breakdown which sits well above the average for owner 
occupiers and well below that for socially rented properties compared with England as a whole. 
 
 

Housing that is 
owner 

occupied 
(2011) 

 
Housing that is 
social rented 

(2011) 
 

Housing that is 
private rented 

(2011) 
 

Other rented 
accommodation 

(2011) 

955  61  75  20 

86% of 
households 
(England = 

68.7%) 
 

5.5% of 
households 
(England = 

19.3%) 
 

6.8% of 
households  
(England = 

8.8%) 
 

1.8% of 
households 

(England = 3.2%) 

 
Open market housing for sale in the parish is characterised by semi-detached and detached properties. A 
search for properties for sale was undertaken in July 2014 on www.rightmove.com which suggested that 
22 homes were available for sale in the parish.4   
 
Prices and availability ranged from: 
 

Property Size Property Type Asking Price (£) 

2 bedrooms Bungalow 
 

645,000 

3 bedrooms 
 
 

Bungalow 
 
 

499,950 
595,000 
625,000 

                                            
3
 This and all other statistical information (unless otherwise stated) obtained from 2011 Census Data – available on: 

www.neighbourhoodstatistics.gov.uk   
4
 www.rightmove.com search undertaken in April 2014. 

http://www.rightmove.com/
http://www.neighbourhoodstatistics.gov.uk/
http://www.rightmove.com/
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Property Size Property Type Asking Price (£) 

3 bedrooms (cont.) Bungalow 
 
 
Detached 
 

795,000 
925,000 
 
575,000 
750,000 
 

4 bedrooms Semi-detached 
 
Detached 

430,000 
 
795,000 
850,000 
850,000 
875,000 
925,000 
949,950 
1,800,000 
2,000,000 
 

5 bedrooms Detached 950,000 
1,950,000 
2,750,000 
 

6 bedrooms Detached 1,100,000 

 
Recent sold prices for 2 and 3 bedroom properties were as follows: 
 

Property Size Property Type Sold Price (£) 

2 bedrooms Maisonette 
 
Bungalow 

260,000 
 
350,000 
355,000 
399,950 
 

3 bedrooms Semi-detached 
 
 
 
 
Bungalow 
 
 
Detached 

325,000 
450,000 
495,000 
550,000 
 
550,000 
625,000 
 
600,000 
625,000 
650,000 
725,000 
795,000 
800,000 

 
For a single person to access the cheapest property (the 2-bedroom maisonette for £260,000) a gross 
annual income of £66,857 would be required. For a couple, the same property would require a joint gross 
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annual income of £78,000).5 A minimum deposit of 10% (£26,000) would also usually be required by 
mortgage lenders (unless the household was able to access Help to Buy which would require a 5% deposit).  
In West Horsley there is a severe lack of smaller open market housing for older people looking to downsize 
and entry level buyers such as young couples or single people and the number of opportunities to purchase 
a 2 bedroom property at this price is very rare.  
 

A Zoopla search undertaken in April 2014 shows that in the past 7 years, Land Registry figures have 
recorded sale prices ranging between £168,000 to £260,000 for a flat/maisonette in West Horsley and 
£331,000 to £387,000 for a terraced house. During this time 9 flats and 5 terrace houses have come onto 
the market.   
 
The average price of a 2 bedroom terrace house during this period is £355,000, current estimated values 
are in the region of £393,000.6  Based on these figures a couple would need to be earning £117,900 
between them and have a deposit of just under £40,000. Data on Council Tax bands (See fig above) show 
the number (and proportion) of houses in bands A, B or C (the lowest price bands) locally. 
 
 
These price bands are set nationally, so can help show how the cost of all local property (not just those 
properties that have recently been sold) compares with other areas. As can be seen for West Horsley, in 
2011, the parish had a lower number of properties in tax bands A-C than both Surrey and the country as a 
whole. 
 
Private rented sector 
 
As of July 2014, there were 9 private rented properties on the market in the parish ranging from £1,325 
per month for a 2 bedroom property up to £5,200 per month for a 3 bedroom property. Recently let was a 
studio flat for £600 per month and a 2 bedroom bungalow in Weston Lea for £1,295 per month.   
 

Property Size Property Type Rental per month (£) 

2 bedrooms Semi-detached 1,350 

3 bedrooms 
 
 

Semi-detached 
 
 

1,500 
2,450 
1,995 

                                            
5 This is based on a mortgage x3.5 for a single income and x3 for a joint income 
6
 www.zoopla.co.uk search undertaken in July 2014  
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3 bedrooms (cont.) Detached 3,250 
5,200 
 

4 bedrooms Semi-detached 2,500 
 

5 bedrooms Detached 2,695 
 

6 bedrooms Bungalow 3,250 

 

Local Housing Allowance rates (1 April 2013 – 31 March 2014) 

Number of rooms Category Maximum weekly 
amount 

Maximum 
monthly 
amount 

Shared accommodation A £80.81pw £365.18 pcm 

1 bedroom B £168.98 pw £732.25 pcm 

2 bedrooms C £214.38 pw £928.98 pcm 

3 bedrooms D £265.38 pw £1,149.98 pcm 

4 bedrooms E £346.15 pw £1,499.98pcm 

 
Where households are having difficulty in paying their rent, they can apply for Local Housing Allowance 
(LHA) which will pay up the maximum amount shown above, based on their housing need and the size of 
accommodation they live in. 
 
 
West Horsley compares very favourably with both Surrey and England as a whole in terms of the number 
of households overcrowded or lacking central heating, it is broadly in line with the rest of the country in 
terms of the number of households estimated to be in fuel poverty.   
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

The definition of fuel poverty is based on the Low Income High Costs (LIHC) framework. Under this definition, a household is said 

to be in fuel poverty if they have required fuel costs that are above average (the national median level); were they to spend that 

amount they would be left with a residual income below the official poverty line. It is calculated using the income of households, 

the cost of fuel required, and the ability of their home to retain heat. In January 2013 the government launched the Energy 

Company Obligation (ECO) with a focus on reducing levels of fuel poverty and poor housing conditions in rural areas. The rural 

element of this energy efficiency measure is due to the fact that fuel poverty and poor quality housing tends to be higher in rural 

areas and therefore a priority for improving the quality of life of residents in rural communities.  

 
 
 

Households living in 

overcrowded 

conditions 

 
Households without 

central heating 
 

Vacant household 

spaces 
 

Households 

estimated to be in 

'Fuel Poverty' 

19  11  31  105 
1.7% of households 

(England average = 

8.7%) 

 

1.0% of households 

(England average = 

2.7%) 

 

2.7% of households 

(England average = 

4.3%) 

 
10.0% of households 

(England = 10.9%) 
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Affordable Housing  
 

Affordable Housing in West Horsley as at April 2014 

 
1 bed 
house 

2 bed flat 
2 bed 

bungalow 
2 bed 
house 

3 bed 
house 

4 bed 
house 

Total 

GBC 0 21 7 2 24 2 56 

HA 1 1 0 3 6 0 11 

Total       67 

        
 

  

 
Source: Guildford Borough Council 
 

Current Planning Applications 
 
There are a number of current planning applications for the parish, these tend to be erection of single 
story extensions, loft and garage conversions.  In the past few months there have been several applications 
for the demolition of existing properties and construction of larger, 4 bedroom homes.   
 
 
 
The turnover in the past two years for all affordable housing stock is shown below:   
 

 1 Bed 
House 

2 Bed 
Flat 

2 Bed 
Bungalow 

2 Bed 
House 

3 Bed 
House 

4 Bed 
House 

Total Re-
lets 

April 12- April 
13 

1 0 2 0 1 0 3 

April 13-April 
14 

0 0 0 0 1 0 1 

 Total 4 

 
Source: Guildford Borough Council 

 
The numbers of Housing Register applicants living in West Horsley parish as of May 2014, were as follows: 
 

 1bed 2bed 3bed+ Total 

Housing Register    19 

Total 

 

   19 

 
Source: Guildford Borough Council 

 
The number of lettings over the past 2 years compared with the number of households waiting for 
accommodation on the Housing Register far exceeds the supply.  Applicants are likely to wait a significant 
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amount of time for suitable, existing properties in the parish to become available and even when it does it 
will not necessarily be allocated to local people. 
 
Strategic context 
 
Rural areas across Surrey are characterised by a lower than average supply of affordable housing stock, 
and private housing stock which consists mainly of detached and semi-detached housing, and, in particular 
a higher than average element of hidden homelessness (older children living with parents). In West Horsley 
there is also an above average number of older people. This causes concerns for the sustainability of rural 
communities, given that an increasing proportion of new/concealed households are being forced to move 
away from their villages in order to secure more affordable housing elsewhere.  The increasing number of 
older people who wish to downsize is also cause for concern.  
 
Whilst they may be able to purchase on the open market, the distinct lack of 1 and 2 bedroom homes in 
the area means that for most they will need to move away when they are no longer able to cope with the 
size of property currently being resided in.  A move away from established networks at this stage of life can 
be difficult and isolating for many elderly people. 
 
This appears to have been borne out in the survey responses from the parish where there is considerable 
need for smaller, level entry properties with smaller grounds or even a supported living environment for 
older people. 
 
Guildford Borough Council’s 2011 Interim Housing Statement recognises the gap between incomes and 
house prices in its rural areas, and the effect this can have on communities:   
 
“House prices in rural areas of the Borough are substantially above the national average whilst those 
working in rural areas earn significantly less than their urban counterparts. Failure to create better 
opportunities for people who live in small rural communities to find quality work and affordable housing 
can result in rural areas becoming commuter dormitories, exclusive enclaves of the wealthy and retired, at 
the expense of fewer local jobs, declining local services and loss of community life.”7 
 
   
All of these factors play an important role in shaping the housing market.   
 
Housing Needs Survey – Background and Method 
  
It is to be expected that the majority of people living in the area are well housed and would not necessarily 
respond to a housing survey seeking information about opinions and housing needs. 
 
Historically, the majority of responses in any survey of this kind come from: 
 

 People who feel strongly that there should be no more development in the village. 

 People who feel themselves to be in need of housing now or in the near future; 

 Their relatives; 

 People involved in some way in community affairs who probably have an appreciation of the problems 
affecting the community as a whole, even if they are not in housing need; 
 

This survey was carried out during a period of consultation on Guildford Borough Council’s Local Plan and 
Green Belt Review and this may account for the exceptionally high response rate, coupled with the hand 

                                            
7
 Guildford Borough Council, Housing Strategy Interim Statement, March 2011, p. 33  
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collection of the survey. To provide a more detailed understanding of the views of local people and to 
ascertain if a housing need existed, West Horsley Parish Council decided to conduct an independent 
Housing Needs Survey in order to provide a further evidence base to their Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
The aim of this survey was twofold:  
 

 To give all residents an opportunity to provide an opinion on the issue of housing development 
within the village;  

 To assess whether there is a need for housing amongst local residents.  
 
Part 1 of the questionnaire was designed to survey all residents about their views regarding the first point.  
 
Part 2 was aimed specifically at those people who consider themselves to be in housing need and is 
designed to help measure the level of need for affordable housing by those people with a local connection 
to the parish and open market housing (in particular the needs of older people and emerging families) 
 
Whilst the questionnaires were sent to all households in the parish, the survey results do not purport to be 
representative of all residents; no information is available on non-respondents and it is not possible to 
gross up results to the entire population. Nor does the survey purport to assess the entirety of housing 
need in the area. Further advice on housing options is available through from Guildford Borough Council’s 
Housing Options Team.  
 
The forms were hand delivered to all households in April 2014 and collected by hand.  In total 613 forms 
were returned. 
 
The Rural Housing Enabler has collected all data from all returned forms and analysed it as follows: 
 
Survey Findings  
 

Total Distributed 1121 

Total Returned 613 

Total percentage 54.68 % 

        
Findings are based on 613 responses but please note that not everyone completed every question. 
 
PART 1 – You and Your Household 
 
Q1. Is this your main home? 
 
Only one form was returned by a second home owner. 

 
 

Q2.  Type of property resided in? 
 
West Horsley, as like most other rural areas is dominated by houses, as opposed to flats, and therefore it is 
expected that most respondents will reside in this type of property. The ‘other’ predominately relates to 
chalet type bungalows. 
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Fig 1. Property Type 

 

 
 
 

Base: 609 respondents 

 
 

 
Q3. How many bedrooms? 
 
55% of respondents live in properties with 4 or more bedrooms, with just over 30% living in 3 bedroom 
properties, less than 15% live in a property with 2 beds or less.  This reflects many of the comments 
regarding the number of 2 bedroom properties which have been demolished or extended to make way for 
larger family homes.  
 
Figure 2. Number of bedrooms 
 

 
 
Base: 602 respondents 
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Q4. What is the tenure? 
 
Those owning their property outright dominate at just over 56%, just under 37% are owner occupiers with 
a mortgage with 4% renting privately and just under 2% living in affordable rented accommodation. 
 
Figure 3. Tenure  
 

 

 
 
 

Base: 556 respondents 

 
Q5. How long have you lived in the parish? 
 
Over 42% of residents have lived in West Horsley for over 20 years, many of whom have lived there for 40 
years or more. 20% of respondents had lived in the parish for 10-20 years, with just 16% having lived there 
for less than 5. 
 
Figure 4. Residency 
 

 
 

Base: 611 Respondents 
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Q6. Age Ranges 
 
Over 42% of respondents were aged 65 or above, just under 30% of whom were aged 70 plus.  Less than 
1% of respondents were under 30 and just over 8% in the 30-40 age bracket.  Those aged 50-60 
represented just under 20% of respondents.  
 
Figure 5. Age of respondents 

 

 
 

Base: 606 respondents 

 
Compared with the rest of Surrey and England as a whole West Horsley has a higher than average 
population aged 65 or over, is broadly in line with those aged 0-15 but below average for those of working 
age. 
 
Source 2011 Census 
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Q7. How many people live in each property? 
 
65% of those responding lived with 1 other person, predominately couples, 20% lived alone and just over 
14% lived with 3 or more adults. 
 
Figure 6.  

 
 

 
 
 
The number of children was as follows: 
 
Fig 7. 

 
 
Base: 573 respondents 

 
 
Of those who responded, and answered this question (573 households) 384 households had no children 
under the age of 18 living with them. This equate to just over 67%. 
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Q8. Has anyone in your family moved away from the parish because of difficulty finding a home 
locally? 
 
Only a small number of people confirmed that this was the case. 
 
Q9. Move to alternative accommodation within the next 5 years? 
 
A number of people responded positively to this and the level of detail is broken down later in the report. 
 
Q10. Would you be in favour of a modestly sized development of housing for local people within the 
parish if there were a proven need?  (Typically modest would mean a development of between 15-30 
homes) 
 
Just over 62% of the 613 respondents would be in favour, however there were a large number of caveats 
to this including: 
 

 Only if the homes remained for local people 

 So long as the green belt were preserved 

 So long as the homes were affordable 

 Depending on what is meant by modest  

Just under 23% were against any development of new homes at all, the comments attached to this 
included: 
 

 The infrastructure cannot cope 

 The local school is over subscribed 

 The village is fine as it is 

 No building on green belt 

Just under 15% did not respond to this question. 
 
Q11. What benefits do you think new homes may bring? 
 
Respondents were asked to tick all those they felt applied, the majority of those not in favour of any 
housing did not respond to this part of the survey. 
 
Fig 8. Community Benefits 
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Q12. Are you aware of any empty homes? 
 
Several people mentioned empty homes currently on the market and one derelict property, Vine Cottage. 
 
Q13. Can you suggest a site where a development of up to 15-30 homes could be built? 
 
A large number of suggestions were made, where possible these have been grouped together as follows: 
 
Various locations East Lane : 
 

 Opposite Northcote Crescent 

 Between Rectory  and Church House 

 Opposite Manor Farm 

 East Lane and Railway Line 

24 
 

8 
4 
5 
5 

 Wisley Airfield( Not in WH) 22 

Long Reach and Ripley Lane 18 

Bell and Colville, Epsom Road 9 

Ockham Road North? 13 

A246 (adjacent to Wellington Cottages) (Not in WH) 9 

Infill 7 

Between Ockham Rd North and Waterloo Farm at end of Nightingale Ave 8 

Relocate Raleigh School and build upon site 6 

Behind pump house on Shere Road 6 

Field behind Weston Lea (Not in WH) 4 

Squires and Cranmore School 7 

Manor Farm 6 

West Horsley Rectory 2 

Guildford(Not in WH) 2 

Ripley/Wisley A3 (Not in WH) 2 

Vine cottage site 3 

Behind British Legion 3 

Land opposite Thatcher's Hotel  (Not in WH) 2 

Brownfield Sites 1 

Ripley near garden centre(Not in WH) 1 

Jury Farm Area around gas plant and Long Reach Road  1 

Tunmore Cottage Grounds 1 

Openview Farm, Epsom Road 1 

West Horsley Place, Epsom Road 4 

Behind the Street to the East 1 

Nightingale Crescent - opposite school 1 

Tyrell Racing site on Long Reach ( Not in WH) 1 

Round Tree Farm on Long Reach/The Street Junction 1 

Surgery in East Horsley (Not in WH) 1 

Old farm buildings near Tithe Barn, Send (Not in WH) 1 
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Q14.  Additional Comments: 
 
237 people made comments under this section and a full list of these is attached as Appendix 2. The 

following are a selection of the comments of those in support of a small amount of housing being 

developed. 

 

‘Regarding development, in principle I support development on the basis that not all development is bad - 
however my concern would be that once allowed it might lead to over developing sites - too many houses, 
too many sites, it’s important to retain the integrity and more rural feel of Horsley, it sits on the border of 
the Surrey Hills and the beauty and access to this area should be protected for the future, it is extraordinary 
that such a beautiful area exists so close to London.  People choose to live here but countless more to visit, 
walk, and cycle, to escape from nearby more urban areas and this is very important too.’ 
 

‘New homes are needed but they must provide for local/young people, not just those moving into this area 
for schools. The retired population must also be considered.  Any development must consider local services, 
road, drainage, schools, electricity supply, doctors etc. These or some of these must be improved before any 
development is considered.  Any development must provide for various levels of the population and be 
priced accordingly’ 
 

‘I do think it’s important to have smaller and more affordable properties. Smaller so that older residents can 
remain in the village when they need to downsize or more on one level for those with mobility problems. 
More affordable housing for youngsters and first time buyers. I think a good mix is important in all 
communities’ 
 

‘Sufficient and appropriate infrastructure, including maintenance of existing roads and lanes, is essential for 
any considered small development which must be proportionate to the existing nature of the village. The 
village should remain within the greenbelt with its character and integrity preserved. The level of flooding 
experienced at the turn of 2013/14 should be remembered and taken into account and the experience in 
1968 should not be forgotten, in any consideration and proposed development. I expect the Borough 
Council to fully involve WH PC in any proposals and consult local people before any decisions are taken’ 
 

‘It would be useful if instead of giving planning permission for large houses, if there was some development 
of smaller, most affordable housing. An example is the two houses that were built at the top of Northcote 
Road which would have been an ideal place for some smaller, maybe townhouses’ 
 

‘We feel a small development of housing would be beneficial, housing which is affordable and allows 
movement to existing and new members of the Horsley’s. Other areas would need to be looked at: The 
Raleigh School is always oversubscribed - local residents only as far as The Street, sometimes are unable to 
get their children into the school, also the issue of secondary education, Dr's surgery, local transport - if the 
village expands, services need to. Thank you for your time and commitment’ 
 

‘No significant new development should take place until the outdated local infrastructure is improved. A new larger 
primary school is needed, roads are very poor and the Dr's surgery is overcrowded. Car parking is also inadequate’ 
 
‘Yes, I support a limited and proportionate development up to 50 houses but strongly oppose the scale of the 
proposed development of Horsley which will destroy its character’ 
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‘A small development of affordable mixed dwellings would benefit the manageable growth of the village by 
encouraging new mixed social groups to join the local community’ 

 

And the comments from those opposed to any development within the parish: 

‘Although there is a need for housing due to the demands of society in general I feel strongly that Horsley’s 
do not have the infrastructure to support any housing developments. Once housing development is 
approved I would concerned that more would follow. I am totally against the Guilford Plan for housing in 
this area.’ 
 
‘Any future housing needs must avoid spread the village further and join the 2 Horsley’s together. Also the 
current infrastructure can’t cope with more residents i.e. roads and schools and Dr's. At EH parade more 
consideration of parking is required.’ 
 
‘The development of extra houses in Horsley will have a major effect on the infrastructure. The local school 
is full, the roads are busy. The Dr's surgery is overflowing and appointments are hard enough to get now. If 
any developments were to go ahead the council would need to consider enlarging roads and traffic control 
outside schools especially Glenesk. Flooding is another consideration as East Lane was under water for 
about 6 weeks this year’ 
 
We moved to WH village in 1996. We chose this area because of the village community and beautiful 
countryside. During our time here there have more and more properties being built which are altering the 
Horsley’s from lovely village settings to an increasing sprawling suburbia. Any plans for building a 
development will be strongly opposed! 
 
‘If any new houses are built then a new school will also need to be built as the Raleigh is very 
oversubscribed. It has taken us 5 years to get our son in the school and we live in the same road as the 
school.’ 
 
We are totally against any development, we feel this will ruin what is attractive about our area. We love 
walking and enjoy the open spaces and lack of over development which has spoiled other villages. So often 
councils go ahead with these decisions and make promises that it won’t affect school admissions, Dr’s 
appointments etc. but it always does and once it’s done it cannot be undone. 
 
‘The decision by government to abandon the green belt and force local communities to build on green field 
sites alarms many people. The arguments are well rehearsed but GBC needs to convincingly look at the 
brown field sites in Guildford and unoccupied houses. Much is financially driven. Builders make more money 
on green field and those selling farmland will benefit.’ 
 
‘We understand the pressure for more housing and the effect on Horsley Village. However the impact on 
Long Reach would be devastating if green belt land and AONB are to be released for development. We 
already have an established football club and the footprints nursery and the riding school. We are 
concerned about creating unwanted planning precedent supporting the further erosion of the green belt 
and pressure from opportunistic developers. There is also concern about the infrastructure and the pressure 
development causes for the roads, railway, doctors and dental surgeries, drainage, flooding etc.’ 
 
‘New development of residential properties puts pressure on the local services so that local Health and 
Education Authorities need to improve/expand the systems to allow local people to be educated & looked 
after locally - this will reduce traffic and pressure on the road system which is near breaking point’ 
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PART 2 – HOUSING NEED  
 
59 households filled out section 2 or parts of it, the respondents were broken down into 2 categories, 
those that could fulfil their needs (subject to housing being available) on the open market and those who 
may need assistance to access the market.   
 
Open Market Need  
 
31 households fitted into this criteria. 9 of which were discounted, either because they failed to provide 
enough information (5 households) or because it was considered that they would be able to meet their 
own housing needs within the current market. (4 households looking for larger family homes)  
 
Of the 22 remaining households, 20 of them were elderly residents looking to downsize from larger family 
homes and move to single level accommodation. 
 

 
Age Structure Current 

Residence 
Local 
Connection 

Type Bedroom 
Need 

Limited 
Mobility 

75 + Couple 3 bed house 20 yrs. + Sheltered/retirement 2 No 

60-65 Couple 3 bed house 15-20 yrs. Bungalow or house 2 No 

65-70 Couple 2 bed bungalow 15-20 yrs. House or bungalow 2 Yes 

75 + Couple 2 bed house 51 yrs. Bungalow or sheltered 2 Yes 

75 + Couple 4 bed bungalow 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 No 

70 Single 3 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 2 No 

88 Single Unknown 10-15 yrs. Flat  or sheltered 1 or 2 No 

75+ Couple 5 bed house  House 3 No 

90 + Single 4 bed house 47 yrs. Bungalow 2 No 

65-70 Couple 4 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 No 

75 + Single 4 bed house 20 yrs. + Anything smaller Unknown No 

60's Couple 4 bed house 5-10 yrs. House or Bungalow 3 No 

70-75 Single 5 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 Unknown 

75 + Couple 5 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 No 

80 + Couple 4 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 No 

75 + Single 2 bed bungalow 20 yrs. + Flat, bungalow or sheltered 1 or 2 No 

75 + Couple 3 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 Near 
Future 

75 + Couple 4 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 3 Yes 

65-70 Couple 3 bed house 20 yrs. + Flat, bungalow or sheltered 2 No 

75 + Couple 3 bed house 20 yrs. + Bungalow 2 No 

 
 
Of the two remaining two households both were looking to downsize within the next 5 years, but fell into a 
much younger age bracket of 45-50. 
 
Asked when they might be looking for alternative accommodation, those looking to purchase on the open 
market gave the following information: 
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Figure 9. Anticipated timescales for move 
 

 
 

 
 
Base: 23 respondents  
 

This shows a significant number of elderly people who are looking to downsize from larger family homes, 
with larger gardens to more manageable, single level (in most cases) homes will be looking to purchase 
within the next 5 years.  All were in a position to purchase such homes outright. 
 
Affordable Housing Need 
 
There are 29 households who were assessed as being in need of some assistance to access more affordable 
housing. Three of these are current owner/occupiers but personal circumstances suggest this may not be 
sustainable in the future. Some of these expressed a preference for open market housing but based on the 
information provided, and given the housing market it is unlikely that they would be able to do so without 
considerable financial support. The structure of these households is shown below. 
 
Figure 10. Household Structure 
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Base: 29 respondents 
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Current accommodation 
 
The majority of respondents were from young adults looking to set up their first home and become 
independent, there were 8 households currently renting, whose tenancy was insecure or who could not 
sustain the costs of private renting.  
 
Figure 11. Current Tenure 

 

 
 
 

Base: 29 Respondents 

 
A total of 39 people form part of the households in need. Out of these 38 are adults, and just one child. 
  
Figure 12. Age Profile 

 

 
 

Base: 29 Respondents 
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Reasons for housing need  
 
The survey form asks for details of why respondents consider themselves to be in housing need, but these 
statements are self-assessed and have not been verified in any other research. However, in the experience 
of the Rural Housing Enabler, these surveys are relatively accurate, as people do not reply if they feel they 
could satisfy their housing requirements in any other way. 
 
The graph below illustrates the main reasons given by the respondents for them wishing to move. The 
main reason given is for independent accommodation, in the main those in their mid-twenties looking to 
set up their own homes. The other main reason stated was the insecurity of tenure afforded by private 
renting, alongside the high cost of doing so.   
 
Figure 12. Reason for Move 
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Base: 28 Respondents 
 

All of the respondents currently live in the parish. The following shows the length of time they have resided 
in West Horsley. 
 
Figure 13. Length of Connection 
 

 
 

Base: 28 Respondents 
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Registration on Borough Council Housing Needs Register 
 
Out of the households in need, only 4 indicated that they were on the housing register, this is not 
surprising as most of the respondents are emerging households. 
 
It is essential that all households are registered with Guildford Borough Council, so as to ensure 
eligibility for any future housing.  
 
Size of Accommodation Needed 
 
When being allocated affordable accommodation there are rules that are applied with regards to the size 
of property allocated.  The size of any allocated property will be determined by Council’s published 
allocation policies. The allocations criteria are based on a combination of factors including the age and sex 
of children in a household, and are subject to availability.  
 
Guildford Borough Council’s Housing allocation Scheme (April 2011) states that: 
 
“The maximum number of bedrooms for which applicants are eligible is determined by the size of their 
household but as there is a shortage of larger homes applicants by be advised to seriously consider bidding 
for smaller accommodation than they would ideally like. Where a property has two living rooms and one 
can reasonably be used as a bedroom, it will be allocated on that basis” 
 
 Maximum bedroom eligibility is determined using the following guidelines.  
 
 

Size household Size home eligible for  

Single Person  
 

Bed Sit or 1 Bedroom 

Couple without children One Bed 

Pregnant woman 28 weeks or more pregnant (with 
or without partner) with no other children 

Two bed 

Single person or couple with one child Two bed 

Single person or couple with one girl and one boy 
both under 7 years 

Two bed 

Single person or couple with two same sex children 
under 16 

Two bed 

Single person or couple with one girl and one boy 
where the oldest child is over 7 years 

Three bed 

Single person or couple with two same sex children 
where the oldest child is over 16 years 

Three bed 

Single person or coupe with three children 
regardless of sex 

Three bed 

Single person or couple with four children* Three bed (2 living room) or 4 bed 

Single person or couple with five or more children Three bed (2 living room), 4 bed, 4 (2 living room) or 
5 bed 

 

 The maximum number of bedrooms will follow the rule for age and sex separation given for families 

with two children.  Non-dependent children over 18, cousins, grandchildren and other relatives will 

normally be assessed using the same rules.  An additional bedroom may be permitted where the Council 



26 
 

s satisfied that this is essential taking into account the view of the Council’s medical advisor or other 

independent advisor. 

There may be occasional exceptions to the above guidelines for example: -  
 

 Certain 2 bedroom properties designated for older people may be allocated to a couple or single 
older person if there is not demand from a household entitled to a two bedroom property  

 Under local lettings plans 

 
On Specific Rural Housing Schemes, where planning permission specifically relates to the housing being 
provided to meet local housing need. Normally for such schemes properties will be offered to those 
applicants that bid for a property, who have a local connection and who are in the greatest housing need.  
 
Local connection for this purpose can be established if the applicant and/or his/her partner: -  
 
- are living in the village or parish at present or  

- are employed in the village or parish at present  

- were born and brought up in the village or parish but now live elsewhere or  

- have close family within the village or parish e.g. mother, father, brother, sister”  
 
“Length of residence or employment is taken into account and priority given to those with the greatest 
connection. If there are no suitable applicants in the village or parish then applicants from the next 
neighbouring parish or parishes can be considered on a concentric circle basis. In some cases, whilst other 
households will still be eligible to be offered the property, preference may be given to applicants with a 
local connection to a village or parish where a vacancy in the Council’s existing stock occurs in that village 
or parish”.8  
 
 For those people eligible for Shared Ownership properties the allowance is slightly less rigid. A couple may 
qualify for 2 bedrooms to account for potential future growth etc. 
 
 

Household type Property Size and Type  

Single people 1 bedroom houses or flats, or two 
bedroom flats 

Couples / two people sharing One or two bedroom flats or houses 

Parents(s) with child Two or three bedroom houses  

 
Source: Guildford Borough Council 
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Respondents were asked to state how big a home they would require.  
 
Figure 14. Size of home wanted 

 

 
 
Asked what their preferred tenure type would be the responses were as follows: 
 
Figure 15. Preferred Tenure 

 

 
 

Base: 28 Respondents 

 
Please note that respondents were able to tick more than one option.  As stated earlier in the report those 
wishing to buy on the open market are unlikely to be able to afford to do so unless considerable financial 
support is available.  The current average earnings of those who would prefer to buy on the open market 
were as follows, however it should be noted that some of these are young adults emerging from university 
so salary figures are likely to change. 
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Figure 16. Current Incomes 
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Base: 12 Respondents 

 
Given the average price of properties in the parish, coupled with the lack of smaller homes, particularly 
flats this need is most unlikely to be met and their aspiration of buying (even in more urban areas is highly 
unlikely) 
 
Supported housing need 
 
No one indicated that they had a supported housing need. Asked whether there was anything that might 
affect the home needed.  Seven households stated that they had limited mobility and required level access 
at this time.   
 
Tenure 
 
Respondents were asked which tenure they would prefer, (some had more than one preference) 
aspirations to purchase on the open market were high, alongside those wishing to rent.  Only one person 
indicated a need for sheltered accommodation. 
 
Figure 17. Tenure Preference 
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Base: 37 Respondents 

 
 
Affordability Calculations9 
 
Shared Ownership provides opportunities for people who cannot afford open market housing to access the 
housing ladder and build a share in the equity on the property. This option however can still be 
unaffordable and even a 40% share can still be too expensive for people on medium and low incomes.   
 
To determine if Shared ownership would be affordable, purchasing 40% of the equity of a property, 
calculations are based on the price of a 2 bedroom semi-detached property in West Horsley that was last 
sold in 2013 for £250,000 (this is because there is a severe shortage of entry level property in the area) 
Current values for property of this type are in the region of £270,142. 
 
Potential for shared ownership mortgages was calculated as follows:  
 

 40% of £270,000 = £108,000 – less £10% deposit 

(To secure a Mortgage of £97,200 on 1 income = At least £27,700/ annum gross income required) 
(To secure a Mortgage of £97,200 on 2 incomes = At least £32,400 / annum gross income required) 
 
(Minimum deposit 10%:  £10,800) 
 
Affordable Rents per month for Guildford Borough are as follows:  

Local Housing Allowance rates (1 April 2014 – 31 March 2015) 

Number of rooms Category Maximum weekly 
amount 

Maximum 
monthly 
amount 

Shared accommodation A £80.81 £350.18 pcm 

1 bedroom B £168.98 pw £732.25 pcm 

2 bedrooms C £214.38 pw £928.98 pcm 

3 bedrooms D £265.38 pw £1,149.98 pcm 

4 bedrooms E £346.15pw £1499.98 pcm 

 
Source: Guildford Borough Council 

 
If the rents above were found to cost 25% or less of a households’ gross annual income (or 35% of the 
household’s net annual income), they were able to be classified as being able to afford affordable rent.10   

                                            
9
 As per the recommendations by the Department for Communities and Local Government, a household is considered 

able to afford to buy a home if it costs 3.5 times the gross household income for a single earner household, or three 
times the household income for dual income households.  
10

 the Department for Communities and Local Government Strategic Housing Market Assessment Guide 2007 
suggests that a threshold level of 25% of the households’ gross annual income to be considered affordable: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/strategichousingmarket   
 
Please also see a recent Report into the affordability of housing ‘Home Truths’ by the Resolution Foundation which 
uses the 35% net income measure (June 2013): http://www.resolutionfoundation.org/publications/home-truths-how-
affordable-housing-britains-ordina/  
 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/publications/planningandbuilding/strategichousingmarket
http://www.resolutionfoundation.org/publications/home-truths-how-affordable-housing-britains-ordina/
http://www.resolutionfoundation.org/publications/home-truths-how-affordable-housing-britains-ordina/
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The pie chart below shows a breakdown of the gross annual income of the households in need, those 
earning above £30,000 a year and those earning below £30,000.  As can be seen, 62% of the households 
earn less than £30,000 per annum meaning it is unlikely that they will be able to access shared ownership 
or open market housing within West Horsley. Of the 21% earning above £30,000 there is a slim possibility 
that they may be able to access the open market, (if there were entry level properties available) depending 
on savings and or size of deposit but are more likely to be able to access shared ownership property. 
 
Figure 18. Average Household Incomes 

 

 
 
 

 
In order to make the stated income information as useful as possible, the figures have been analysed 
against the existing affordable rents11 in Guildford Borough Council – that is, rents at 80% of open market 
rates, which is the rent the government asks housing associations to charge as a condition of a grant for 
developing affordable housing. This information is particularly useful given that there is a growing concern 
that affordable housing rents are often not affordable in high value areas (such as West Horsley) even 
when households are working full-time. As can be seen above, for some of those in need even being able 
to afford an ‘affordable rent’ in the area may be difficult for 2 reasons, firstly the salary being earned and 
secondly the availability of 1 and 2 bedroom homes.  
 
Anyone in housing need must register with Guildford Borough Council’s Housing Needs Register who can 
confirm eligibility criteria. Telephone: 01483 505050 or Email: enquiries@guildford.gov.uk 
 
Income information can only be verified when applicants register on the Housing Register. The income 
levels indicated on this survey provide guidance only. 

                                            
11

 The figures are the same as that on p.8 and 28 regarding local housing allowance rates – this is because affordable 
rents are not allowed to be higher than the local housing allowance rate.  

http://www.guildford.gov.uk/housingoptions?sendtoid=10&formid=996
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Summary of Need 
 
Taking into account all of the information provided, an ever changing financial environment, and the 
changing needs of respondents the following recommendations are made in terms of accommodation 
requirements in West Horsley: 
 
Open Market 
 
10 x 2 bedroom bungalows for sale on the open market 
9 x 3 bedroom bungalows for sale on the open market 
 
Ideally all of these should be age restricted with no permitted development rights to protect them for the 
future. 
 
 
Affordable Rent: 12 units 
 
10 x 1 bedroom units 
1 x 2 bedroom unit 
1 x 3 bedroom unit 
 
Shared Ownership:   9 units  
 
5 x 1 bedroom unit 
4 x 2 bedroom units 
 
The number of 2 bedroom properties recommended for shared ownership has taken into account that 
people purchasing on this basis are able to obtain one more bedroom than the usual stated need. The 
number of units does not equate to the need identified as some data was not completed and it is not 
possible to assume the response and some needs were urgent and are likely to be met in the near future 
(outside of the parish) 
 

Recommendations 
 
The survey found that there is a local need for smaller properties (1 and 2 bedroom flats and bungalows) in 
West Horsley (51 households) across both the open market and affordable housing tenures.  Despite many 
comments on the need to protect West Horsley from becoming urbanised, green fields being built on and 
the need to improve the local infrastructure there was a recognition for the need to provide smaller homes 
for local people. (Both young people and the elderly) so long as they remained for local people and 
restricted development rights are placed on smaller open market homes.  However the support for such 
development was clearly caveated with the need to limit the number of the homes to only a modest 
development. 
 
Given the results of the survey exploration of developing such schemes would seem appropriate.  
 
While the survey indicates that there is a level of housing need it must be taken into consideration that at 
such a time as units become available many of those with a registered need may have had their needs met 
elsewhere. In addition, it is possible that some of those who came forward may not actually qualify for 
housing. 
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As such, the total number of homes, if any were to be built, should be a reflection of the need identified in 
this survey report, the level of need recorded on the Borough Council’s Housing Register and the number 
of homes that would be an appropriate number to build in the parish given site constraints and the local 
setting. The total number would therefore require close liaison between the Parish Council, the Borough 
Council, and the wider community itself.  

Recommended Actions 

West Horsley Parish Council  
 

o Adopt the report and make a summary of the results available to the community  
o Consider the next steps available to the parish with regard to  local need 
o Remind local households looking for an affordable home to register with Guildford Borough Council  

 
Rural Housing Enabler 
   

o Make the report available to Guildford Borough Council  
o In conjunction with the Parish Council, agree on best way to progress results  
o If the Parish Council wishes to pursue a rural exception site to meet the local need for local housing, 

the Rural Housing Enabler will support the Parish Council to undertake a site search exercise to 
establish the most suitable rural exception site in the parish   

o Remind all respondents that they should ensure they are registered with GBC. 
 

 

For queries please contact: 
 
Louise Williams 
Rural Housing Enabler 
Surrey Community Action 
Astolat, Coniers way,  
Burpham Guildford, Surrey, GU4 7HL 
Tel: 01483 447 141   
Email: louisew@surreyca.org.uk    

 
 
 

mailto:louisew@surreyca.org.uk
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APPENDIX ONE 

 
 

GUILDFORD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
LOCAL PLAN 

ADOPTED JANUARY 2003 
 

Policy H12 
 

AFFORDABLE HOUSING FOR LOCAL 
NEEDS IN RURAL AREAS 

 
As an exception to normal policies, affordable housing for local needs in rural areas will be permitted on 
sites within or adjoining the rural settlement boundaries identified on the Proposals Map if all the 
following criteria are met: 
 
1. The housing would meet a genuine local need that would otherwise not be met; 
 
2. The site does not exceed 0.4ha; 
 
3. The type of housing is all affordable housing for local needs, both initially and on subsequent change 
occupant; 
 
4. The development of the site would take full account of environmental considerations; 
 
5. The settlement services and infrastructure are adequate; in very special circumstances schemes may be 
permitted for affordable housing for local needs on sites which do not adjoin settlement boundaries and 
which meet the criteria set out in this policy. 
 
The Council will require secure arrangements to be made to reserve the housing for local needs, both 
initially and on subsequent change of occupant. 
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APPENDIX TWO - ADDITIONAL COMMENTS: 

Please note: all comments listed below are those made by households responding to the survey. No 
attempt has been made by Surrey Community Action to censor or amend these comments, unless they 
identify a particular person or persons, or are of a very offensive or abusive nature.  Surrey Community 
Action and West Horsley Parish Council cannot be held accountable for any of the views expressed.  (*** 
= unable to decipher handwriting 

Survey 
no Comment 

1 

We understand the pressure for more housing and the effect on Horsley Village. However the 
impact on Long Reach would be devastating if green belt land and AONB are to be released for 
development. We already have an established football club and the footprints nursery and the 
riding school. We are concerned about creating unwanted planning precedent supporting the 
further erosion of the green belt and pressure from opportunistic developers. There is also 
concern about the infrastructure and the pressure development causes for the roads, railway, 
doctors and dental surgeries, drainage, flooding etc. 

2 

All of the housing need for the Horsleys can be met by converting the 'Brownfield' site at the 
disused Wisley Airfield into a garden village.  The site area is 200 hectares which is sufficient to 
erect low density housing of 2000 homes at 10 per hectare. This would leave adequate for a 
school, shops and road access.  The site is ideally situated adjacent to the A3 for access to 
Guildford, Cobham and nearby railway and bus connections.  This is important since most of the 
employment for the inhabitants would be in the nearby towns or London.  All the development 
could be financed by private contractors. 

3 

The village, as I have suggested should remain as one, only small infill development should be 
allowed.  Development of large (1500+) developments should be allowed only in the periphery 
to Guildford that has the services to cope and the income from commercial rates to assist with 
the services in the area.  Work places are also located there to promote cycling or walking to 
work.  These large developments can support, enhance and pay for new services such as 
schools, doctors surgeries etc. 

8 

Regarding development, in principle I support development on the basis that not all 
development is bad - however my concern would be that once allowed it might lead over 
developing sites - too many houses, too many sites, it’s important to retain the integrity and 
more rural feel of Horsley, it sits on the border of the Surrey Hills and the beauty and access to 
this area should be protected for the future, it is extraordinary that such a beautiful area exists 
so close to London.  People choose to live here but countless more to visit, walk, cycle, to 
escape from nearby more urban areas and this is very important too. 

13 
Infrastructure needs e.g. school extension; medical facilities must also be considered in the 
event of housing extension, also better roads. 

15 

New development of residential properties puts pressure on the local services so that local 
Health and Education Authorities need to improve/expand the systems to allow local people to 
be educated & looked after locally - this will reduce traffic and pressure on the road system 
which is near breaking point. 

16 

Having moved to WH in 1962 because it was an attractive village I would be very sad and 
annoyed to see it become an unattractive town.  The Green Belt is precious and once houses 
and I presume shops, schools and Dr's surgeries etc. are built over it, it is spoilt forever.  New 
houses are rarely built for first time buyers anyway. 
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17 

I have heard talk of 830 more houses and flats to be built in WH and near Ripley, apart from the 
34 flats and houses to be built near St Mary's and the common land near there.  As I see it there 
is no way our railway station car park will ever be able to handle say 900 extra vans and cars 
without a 3/4 storey huge car park building by the station!!! I know 'staff' from Guildford 
Council were ** new buildings etc. when were an AOSB - quite rightly- now our stupid 
Government has cancelled our AOSB - which is still the same, and has not changed in any way 
actually, they are willing to countenance a complete change to our countryside.  It is crazy.  The 
UK is a small island, let’s keep it that way (we are already 'punching' well above our weight, 
keep it as it is, and cut out the millions of unknown immigrants.  There are plenty of brown 
sites, which can be *** and then build the houses there.  (*unable to decipher handwriting) 

18 

Greenbelt is important to keep, the Horsley's are a very special unbuilt village with strong 
community spirit and hands on approach.  More housing would not be in keeping with current 
housing, disturb natural habitat, wildlife and disturb further a lush, unpolluted, and unspoiled 
and would completely change the villages in many ways. 

19 

The schools in Horsley are full already so to build more family homes would be unsustainable 
form an educational perspective.  Horsley is not sort of place where young people want to live, 
so starter homes would be silly 

22 

I am I favour of small scale housing development on suitable local sites provided that the local 
infrastructure can cope.  Where I live (near the junction of Green Land and Ockham Road North) 
we have had a number of problems with overflowing sewers in times of heavy rain. 

24 

People rarely need to move from parental home to start a new household.  Fifty years ago 
multiple generations happily occupied the same premises.  It is an unproven modern conceit to 
say that every generation needs to form a new household.  The demand for new housing, 
especially 'social' housing which is driven by the attractive offer of subsidised rents should not 
be confused with need. 

25 

New homes are needed but they must provide for local/young people, not just those moving 
into this area for schools. The retired population most also be considered.  Any development 
must consider local services, road, drainage, schools, electricity supply, doctors etc. These or 
some of these must be improved before any development is considered.  Any development 
must provide for various levels of the population and be priced accordingly. 

27 

Any development of moderate size should not be considered unless substantial improvements 
to the infrastructure are made. Especially to the drainage system and parking at the station and 
schools. 

28 
No more large houses - we need new blood in the village and more young families. **** Small 
estate nicely set and affordable 

32 

Whilst I could support a small housing development in West Horsley for local retirement or 
young people to get on the property ladder the fact is that such properties are always snapped 
up by non-local buyers so in reality I am against any further development in WH - I am afraid it 
could ruin the rural  charm of the village without benefiting local people 

34 
Parish Council Planning should avoid building anymore 5 bedroom detached houses.  If 2 houses 
demolished to allow development it should be bungalow or 1/2 bedroom homes. 

35 
There is a need for small manageable 2 & 3 bedroom properties, with small garden and a 
prohibition against extension apart from perhaps the addition of small conservatories. 

39 

Already outlined several other sites in WH village - letter to GBC. Bottom line continue to 
develop ribbon like and historical increase in population ad demand is met.  I.e. quiet cul-de-
sacs issuing into the street but backing onto gardens and or open land.  
Consideration/encouragement to divide large properties creating attached living - allowing 
older residents to stay put in part of their house. 
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41 

We have three adult children two of which have moved to different parts of the country to suit 
their employment locations. Neither my wife nor I lived in Horsley before our marriage and I 
think it’s quite normal for children to move away from their original homes, and therefore see 
no need to provide housing for them.  I consider Horsley has reached the stage where further 
development would cause more difficulty in parking and longer queues at road junctions. 

42 
Increasing the number of homes/residents has a detrimental impact on the parish. More 
people, more cars, more pollution and demand on resources. 

44 

Schools are oversubscribed; doctors’ appointments are almost impossible to get; parking at the 
station and at both parades is at full capacity; the roads are busier than we can cope with 
around the schools.  Our suspicion is that if more houses are built they will be filled by people 
moving out form London, as we have seen is Oxshott and Cobham rather than fullfilling local 
housing needs. The result will be that our children will be forced to more affordable areas 
rather than staying where they grew up. 

47 

My concern would be, how do you ensure housing goes to local people within the parish when 
the local authority might deem others to be in greater need? Extra housing continues to put 
pressure on the local infrastructure, medical centre, local schools etc. 

49 

The housing market is perfectly adequate at solving its own problems. I work in Westminster. 
That does not mean that I have a housing need in Westminster that the borough should worry 
about. Like everyone else I balance travel time, local amenities and affordability.  Like everyone 
else there are houses I like that I cannot afford. I do not need those houses. The green belt 
works, leave it alone. 

54 

The population of surrey has grown to a point where green belt land will have to be used. 
Nobody wants this (me included) if 2 small pockets of land (for 15 houses each) could be 
considered (away from each other) it wouldn’t impact too much on the village landscape. 

57 
I think we all agree that is its essential to preserve the 'country' feel of the village and not to 
encroach on any more open fields. 

59 

Key local services are already stretched, how will more houses help? Local schools are full, agree 
to mixed balance of households but as stated above, private developers will not want to do this.  
It is at all times, impossible to park near local shops and post office (note there is not a post 
office is WH) more houses will only cause more problems and cause many to shop outside area.  
What local businesses? Unlikely any new businesses will see WH an attractive area. 

60 

I am opposed to those who rent/buy in the catchment areas of good state schools with the sole 
purpose of obtaining a place. Such people don’t usually contribute to the community and 
prevent others from being involved. 

61 

Definitely against using any green belt land. Building one or two houses on various plots 
through the village ok - but not developments of new roads etc. Just improve what we have, not 
expand. Thanks for issuing survey. 

64 

Large scale development would place far too much pressure on visiting services and 
infrastructure and should be discouraged. Smaller, scale development especially using infill land 
outside the settlement area should be encouraged to promote the sustainability of the village. I 
think that Princess Anne summed it very well recently. 

65 

It is a pity that whenever a building plot becomes available it is always taken up by a very large 
family home when perhaps 3/4 small affordable homes could be built enabling young couples, 
brought up in Horsley, could perhaps move back instead of having to buy in cheaper areas, 
away from family and an area where they have been happy living for many years with parents 
and children. 

67 
If new homes are required these should be on brownfield sites only and the government pledge 
to maintain the green belt must be strictly adhered to. 
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69 

I find it very concerning that Horsley will become jam packed with housing development that 
removes its rural village status. Extra pressure on all amenities, schools, surgery etc. We pay a 
high council tax to maintain our village. Flooding is already concerning, traffic, parking, 
increasingly eroding our environment. I hold strong objection to threat of removing green belt 
status. 

70 We are unable to understand most questions since they do not apply, sorry. 

71 

I feel strongly that any development of houses needs to be considered very carefully in terms of 
the infrastructure available. When the local population increases the demands on local services 
need to have the capacity to keep up with the increase in demand. Attention must also be paid 
to capacity of the roads near where these new development of houses are to be sited. Roads in 
WH (and some parts of EH) are very narrow so putting more traffic through them would create 
problems of congestion and road safety. 

72 

There is probably a need for 'affordable' housing for first time buyers - however 'affordable' is a 
relative term. By virtue of its location and amenities, WH is a desirable village in which to live. 
Desirable areas attract higher property values s what might be termed 'affordable' for WH 
would most likely be termed a 'downright rip-off' by someone living in a less desirable area. 
Building a small development of 15-30 houses will not redress the balance.  There is probably a 
need for more appropriate housing for those wishing to downsize.  Bungalows for example, 
however, over the past four years in WH, the borough planning department has seen fit to allow 
the conversion of numerous bungalows into large family homes! Perhaps the borough council 
should look more closely at what their planning department are allowing. 

79 No further development in the Horsley's It needs to remain a village, no further immigrants! 

84 
The area suggested by the planners for E/W Horsley should be developed except the land at the 
bottom of Shere Road. Keep all building of new homes on the North (village side of A246. 

87 
Any such build would need to be managed through a housing association (or similar) to prevent 
them being sold on at commercial prices and lost as 'affordable' housing stock. 

89 

Please no more development within our villages. We would prefer to see large independent 
brownfield/greenfield development with their own neighbourhood serves, GP Surgery, schools, 
shops etc.  - Near key transport routes e.g. A3 and M25 and within a short drive of mainline 
train stations (Horsley, Clandon, and Guildford). This would ensure minimal impact on local 
villages and their amenities, including local roads which are already overused at peak times. For 
example, major development of Wisley Airfield or on farmland close to A3 (e.g. fields by A3 
bridge (south side) on Ripley road. such developments could then provide for all housing needs 
including affordable homes for local people, as well as mid-price homes for those looking to 
downsize (there are  few of these in the £430 to £650 K bracket locally) 

101 

I do think it’s important to have smaller and more affordable properties. Smaller so that older 
residents can remain in the village when they need to downsize or more on one level for those 
with mobility problems. More affordable housing for youngsters and first time buyers. I think a 
good mix is important in all communities. 

102 

WH must retain its green belt. It does not have the infrastructure to accommodate a large 
housing development. As most people are aware, an increasingly amount of traffic passes 
through the street daily to A3/M25 from 5.30am onwards only to be met by heavy congestion - 
our roads cannot cope! We must remain a village for future generations to enjoy as we do. 

105 
I think that if there are any more houses built then I think we need to have another school and 
Dr's Surgery to accommodate the increase of people who would live in the parish. 

106 

I see a need for moderately sized homes to enable young families to move into the area and 
older residents to downsize. There is an unstainable push/allowance for the council to allow 
developers to build unremarkable and expensive homes on tiny plots of land.  15 homes that 
were affordable would be great. 30+ I would not support - there is already too much pressure 
on resources. Pit Cottage on Shere Road is one such example of ridiculous over-development. A 
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beautiful cottage now dwarfed by a huge 2 storey development (and no planning from what if 
can see on your website) This sort of thing does not help families more into the area or retain 
the beauty of the village. 

111 

Small houses are being sold and knocked down to build huge houses. We need small houses - 
starter houses and downsizing houses. The village needs a mix of people. (we have a married 
daughter who cannot afford to live round here, so she is not looking here anymore and has to 
gone to W. Sussex) 

112 

We feel there is plenty of brownfield sites and derelict homes across the borough that can be 
utilised for new/affordable housing before building new sites which involves building on the 
green belt in areas on the border of the AONB. The infrastructure of WH and its surroundings 
would need to be improved and increased dramatically if new housing sites were allocated 
which be expensive, costly and again ruin our existing green belt and encroach on the AONB. 

118 

20/30 houses including 5/10 houses of social housing variety seems like a reasonable increase in 
a village of this size. It would be sensible to ensure that not all the applications to enlarge single 
storey housing are allowed, thus leaving places for elderly residents of the village. 

119 Protect the greenbelt. 

120 

Perhaps planning rules could be relaxed to allow families who own small dwellings to be able to 
extend to meet growing family needs. Larger family homes are so expensive in Horsley so 
families are forced to move away or live in very cramped accommodation. 

126 

We do feel that the village should commit to allow the building of a small number of additional 
homes. This should be a percentage of the current village size. A 2% increase would mean an 
extra 20 homes and this could be absorbed within the existing infrastructure.  We would like to 
see these houses built within the existing settlement boundary of the village, thus protecting 
the green belt.  If all villages and towns agreed to build an extra 2% houses then this would go 
some way to solving the country's housing shortage. 

131 

Sufficient and appropriate infrastructure, including maintenance of existing roads and lanes, is 
essential for any considered small development which must be proportionate to the existing 
nature of the village. The village should remain within the greenbelt with its character and 
integrity preserved. The level of flooding experienced at the turn of 2013/14 should be 
remembered and taken into account and the level experience in 1968 should not be forgotten, 
in any consideration and proposed development. I expect the borough council to fully involve 
the WH PC in any proposals and consult local people before any decisions are taken. 

132 

A building plot for two small homes has been vacant for many years in Green Lane between 
Pine View and The White House.  WH in particular, north of the railway provides a green lung 
from RHS Wisley, Wisley Common and Ockham for the benefit of walkers, cyclists, horse riders 
and wildlife and as an alternative to B2039. Many mediaeval houses and historic sites exist 
which should be preserved for the future and not built on. 

133 

In the event of a development for elderly citizens would it end up in the hands of a Housing 
Association like Weston Lea? This development which at one time was a council yard, was built 
on specifically for the elderly of the parish but is now owned by a housing association for profit? 
(PLEASE NOTE: Weston Lea does not belong to a Housing Association. Weston Lea never had 

any restrictions on ownership, but all houses were equipped with an alarm button to operate an 

external light. But no Warden's house was built.) 

134 
It is very difficult to say, how our health will be in the future. We have completed the form to 
the best of our ability. 

136 
The infrastructure of the village (Dr's/schools/roads) is at maximum capacity. There must be 
more suitable locations within the county. 



39 
 

137 

I feel there is a need for starter/smaller homes as new build at present appears to be 5 bed 
properties - often replacing older, smaller bungalows/houses. This makes staying in the village 
impossible for young first time buyers. 

139 

We are completely opposed to any development within the current green belt as this would 
seriously impact on the unique rural character of the village. There is also ne adequate 
infrastructure to support the development i.e. roads, public transport, health centre, schools 
which are already full and or heavily congested. 

140 

I moved into this area because of its outstanding natural beauty and being part of the greenbelt.  
I expected this to be protected. There is no desperate need for housing, only a desperate need 
for councils to make money and this would appear the priority in re-classifying green belt.  
What is a modestly sized development and would GBC be able to guarantee this this would not 
just be the first development of many. I remain sceptical. 

141 

All the following are already at their limits, medical services, parking places, schools, drainage, 
traffic flow and traffic noise on principal roads.  Further: for a village within the green belt and 
included in an area designated 'of outstanding beauty' the village is already at tis limits. 

142 
I live in Green Lane - certainly would not benefit from further homes for elderly as too far away 
from buses and shops. So small housing would be no use. 

143 
GBC's plan is completely unacceptable in its current state, for the reason outlined in the 
numerous protests and petition. 

144 

If houses are to be built in East or West Horsley they need to be 'affordable houses' for young 
people of the villages so they can stay in the place where they were brought up and probably 
work. Some years ago St Mary's School WH, which was the local village school was developed 
and turned into houses, these were supposed to be affordable for local people, all who applied 
were interviewed to ensure they were worthy of tenure. Now when a house becomes vacant 
anyone from GBC housing list seems to be allocated a home, these homes are operated by a 
housing association and they’re very poor regarding repairs. Repairs take a long time, some 
such as window latches never get done meaning the house is not secure, for this the rent is over 
£600 per month for a small 2 bedroom house. We do not want any more like this. 

147 

Above all reduce the number of people by all viable means, in towns permit higher rise and 
greater density, in villages, and make better use of existing buildings. If possible, offer people of 
the housing waiting list homes abroad, discourage people from coming to this area by actively 
minimizing school places. Do not build on the green belt. 

148 

I see no benefit in building new homes in this area - other than financial gain for developers and 
landowners. This is a small well established community and I see no value in expanding its size - 
only consequences and drawbacks. 

152 
We moved to WH because it is green belt. To start building lots of houses would ruin its appeal 
and devalue what is already here, we feel it should remain untouched. 

158 

Local amenities are already overstretched. The condition of roads is very poor, particularly my 
road, Woodside and throughout WH. Dr's surgery unable to cope with demand, buses 
infrequent, parking, busy and insufficient in the village, schools - oversubscribed. 

160 I would be for it, if it made the bus service better! (more often, later times and weekends) 

162 
WH had plenty of social housing/affordable housing (listed) the right to buy for tenants has 
caused this housing crisis in Horsley. Ridiculous. 

163 
The local key services already heavily used, poor public transport links, impact on wildlife, 
skylarks, buzzards and lapwings all around the area, roads already busy and in poor shape. 

167 
There aren't enough roads/infrastructure to support current population, people need space to 
move and ability to travel. The South East is over -capacity. Build roads/stations etc. first. 

171 

In order to move back into Horsley I had to downsize from a 3 bed house in Hampshire. I don’t 
feel that I would be able to move again within Horsley as to get a property which is either a 2 
bed house or larger is too big a financial jump. In order to get a house I would need to move out 
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of the area. 

173 

I moved to Horsley 14 yrs. ago, traffic has changed without due consideration for speed, 
wildlife, dog walkers, horses and hikers. I am concerned about a large increase of population, 
with the demands it brings with it. We have roads without pavements and less consideration for 
those using the roads. The need for new drainage for new properties, particularly given the 
winter we have had. The current drainage has not been able to cope. My concerns continue 
with particular services; GP and schools. What facilities are there for an increasing aging 
population, some unseen behind closed doors? 

174 

I don’t believe we have the necessary infrastructure (schools, transport, shops, surgery etc.) to 
support additional housing. Schools are already in extremely high demand - an increase in 
demand cannot be a sensible approach if facilities/infrastructure remains at current capacity. 
We are not anti-expansion for the sake of it - new homes could be welcome as long as we can 
prove that we can provide the appropriate environment for the new residents. 

180 

I would like WH to remain a village. I also know there are already not enough spaces at the local 
school 'The Raleigh' as my daughter was not offered a place and we live less than a mile away. 
More housing would make this situation even worse. 

181 

The current infrastructure is already stretched school places are limited, drainage is inefficient, 
roads are congested. Any housing built in this area would be market at a premium and 
unaffordable for the families and children looking for property of their own. It is therefore 
pointless stretching the current resources to bring new people into the area causing further 
strain on resources. Employment opportunities in this his area are scare and everybody travels 
to work in London or Guildford, Leatherhead or Dorking. Further traffic build up is inevitable 
and further congestion, danger to pedestrians and cyclists etc. will ensue. There are 2 local state 
schools, both are oversubscribed - it would be unfair on current residents to bring further 
children into the area to compete for places. Green belt and outstanding natural beauty issues - 
encroachment on the greenbelt is folly as it’s to further pollution in London and the surrounding 
areas. We will join protests and engage in civil disobedience if plans to further crowd the village 
are foisted on us. 

183 
There is a great need of adequate housing at reasonable cost in this area and plenty of spare 
land that could be used for this purpose. 

186 

We have lived in Horsley for just over five years. We had to wait for 2 years to get our child into 
the village school. WH is a village and we believe that it should only have one school that local 
children attend. If any more houses are built, the Raleigh School could not accommodate any 
more children as it struggles already. Children from any new houses could then push those on 
the waiting list further down, despite being on that list for years already. It is argued that an 
additional school should be built to accommodate extra numbers of children this would 
complete change the village and would not help Horsley be a community. 

187 

The character of the village is changing due to GBC allowing large houses to be built, huge 
extensions to existing buildings and granted permission for character buildings or small cottages 
to be demolished to make way for larger obtrusive houses. Social housing, flats, starter homes 
are needed for single people, newlyweds, small families, older/retired people or those wishing 
to downsize usually have to move away from family and friends as flats, small houses or 
bungalows are demolished or not provided in the 1st place. 

190 

The schools is already oversubscribed, the Dr's surgery is stretched to capacity, it’s hard to find 
parking spaces at the train station, and the list goes on. I don’t think the local services can cope 
with any more people. 

191 

Development would mean that if it housed families, the children would be unable to attend the 
local state primary school. Already oversubscribed. We live in WH yet do not get our children 
places at the Raleigh, despite being 1.25 miles walking distance from eh school and residents in 
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EH did. Housing would, I hope mean a better improved bus service though. 

192 There is not the infrastructure to support new homes. 

194 

There will always be a housing need as lovely, popular village. Small number of houses, however 
the houses that are being built are not affordable for your average new home owner or retired 
person. If I were to move I would have to leave Horsley - unaffordable. There is only one school 
so all factors would have to be considered - where would the new families in new houses send 
their children to school? 

203 
Concerns regarding new housing development: pressure on schools, roads, Dr's, station parking, 
train service, rural areas for walking, traffic, noise and parking in village. 

205 
There will always be a need for more housing but the village cannot cope with anything like the 
scale proposed by GBC. 

217 The stock of small houses and bungalows must be retained and ideally added to. 

219 

Development of 15/30 homes sounds large for one area. Surely 3/4 smaller infill plots would 
make better use and have less impact physically. Need to make sure any development does not 
have detrimental effect on existing house owners i.e. Utilities/sewage/roads etc. Residents 
need to welcome new development not resent it. 

220 
Please preserve original green belt land for future generations. General facilities around the 
Horsley’s is inadequate to cater for a large increase in new housing. 

223 The roads and facilities in WH will not sustain large amounts of building but possibly some. 

225 
Unfortunately development is inevitable as our population increases - as long as it is 
proportionate across the board I feel it’s something we will all have to get used to. 

230 

Taking E and W H together the property mix is skewed to large houses at very low density. The 
area needs a lot more 2/3 bedroom homes as terraced housing or as semi-detached. Could 
include 2 bedroom maisonette in blocks of 4 or 6. 

231 

Additional housing should be in keeping with the village character i.e. not overly dense housing. 
It is important that the villages plan for the future and further housing (and amenities e.g. 
school etc.) should be planned for rather than implemented in isolation of each other. The 
village could benefit from the conversion of current dwellings into those more appropriate for 
21st C living e.g. more bungalows rebuilt/loft conversions which would supply smaller 
properties for families or for those wishing to downsize with mobility needs, or those wishing to 
create house and annex for 3 generation families. We may need to be less concerned with 
'preserving' what we have and more concerned with facilities that will help grow a *** 
community for 21st C needs. 

234 
Moved here to avoid over crowded. Now council want to build more homes. Infrastructure 
cannot cope as it is. Against infilling and more housing completely. 

235 

I am concerned that the present delightful character of Horsley with its mix of really old and 
newish properties and a wide variety of styles should not change. I have said yes to a modestly 
sized development but the accent is firmly on the 'modest' and I would prefer to see the odd 
house built here and there, rather than in a concentrated development. 

238 

I don’t think a lot of new housing would help the shops as parking would be more of a problem. 
I understand the school is oversubscribed so attracting more young families would be a 
problem. 

241 

Having been involved in the local plan discussions as resident of Ockham Parish I will just say 
that the local housing need must be looked at very carefully. I do believe that there could be for 
a small well thought through development but this must be aimed at meeting local housing 
needs and not merely opening up new opportunities for property developers. Traffic must 
remain a primary consideration. WH is not equipped (either for cars or rail commuters) for a 
massive new development. 
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246 

Already the educational medical resources are inadequate. My granddaughter, who lives in 
Mount Pleasant, has been refused admission to Raleigh School. She and her parents have to go 
to Send to see a Dr. It just not good enough and the obligations on developers to contribute 
towards rectifying deficiencies in the infrastructure are nothing like tough enough. 

251 

15-30 houses maximum if affordable would support the local need. Any more would put a 
ridiculous strain on the infrastructure of the village, the school, local shops, parking etc. Any 
destruction of the green belt areas in WH will lead to the start of development which will no 
doubt change the character of the village and lead greedy developers in future to argue that 
15/30 homes have been built on the green belt so why not more. 

254 

There is no affordable housing. Every time a smallish house is sold it is bulldozed and replaced 
with something huge. My children have no chance of living here. We will have to move out 
when we retire. 

256 

As I put in answer to Q 9, there is always the possibility that people’s needs will change as one 
grows older. The likely change would involve the need to buy a small bungalow and as these are 
rare in WH, we would have to leave the parish. 

257 

There are no facilities for new residents, only 2 shops, no post office, oversubscribed school, 
Dr's only in EH, lanes and roads not capable of taking more transport, especially in present 
condition. 

263 
New to area so local need hard to judge, conversations with neighbours do not suggest there is 
a problem, keen to keep rural nature of area. 

267 

It would be useful if instead of giving planning permission for large houses, there was some 
development of smaller, most affordable housing. An example is the two houses that were built 
at the top of Northcote Road which would have been an ideal place for some smaller, maybe 
townhouses. 

268 

Given the infrastructure (shops etc.) the number of houses and therefore people is currently at 
a maximum. In order to provide housing for more people in the parish I believe we must also 
consider the knock on impact on the infrastructure. I'm unsure how this would be achieved 
without significant impact on the green belt. 

271 

Well-designed bungalows are required for people to be able to downsize but still be able to 
remain in the area. Instead of enlarging current bungalow or building extensions to bigger 
houses change the property to 2-3 bungalows instead. 

272 
A small number of modest houses could be accommodated avoiding the need to turn 
bungalows into houses.  

274 
We encourage an increase in the proportion of small dwellings to counter the many upsizing’s. 
We recognize the need for social dwellings. 

277 

I think it is a bit ridiculous thinking Horsley is some kind of cohesive unit with a viable local 
population. Most people do not come here and do not work here. We cannot recreate the 
1950's! Nor do we want a self-satisfied ghetto of the well to do so let’s have a bit of 
development but get it mixed, houses plus employment and a proper cycle network to the 
station and decent school and medical centre. 

278 I realise that more housing is needed but it must be shared out equally in the county.  

280 Leave our green belt alone. 

281 

I think it is vital to have a mix of properties and housing in the parish. Too many houses are 
being massively extended or worse, bungalows knocked down to make way for huge million 
pound properties. The ageing population need to have options and there are very few 
bungalows or smaller houses left. Both W and E H are being swamped by the wealthy and 
residents who have lived here all their lives are being squeezed out People are against new 
development but it is their actions reducing the supply of smaller houses that make it necessary 
to build more. 
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283 

The village cannot sustain large or medium size development or extra housing. Our 
infrastructure isn’t strong enough, our drainage is under pressure as it is and our schools are full 
to the brim. Strengthen the infrastructure and offer more schooling options before agreeing to 
more houses. 

284 Additional homes require additional facilities and infrastructure e.g. schools and shops. 

285 

We are told that so many pubs are going out of business each week, why can’t these be brought 
by the council under CPO's and turned into flats, not everyone needs or wants a house. WH 
does not have the infrastructure to support more houses. We have already lost the village shop 
to a house. The reason for its popularity is that it is a village, it would be good to keep it that 
way and save our surrounding countryside and wildlife environment. 

292 

I am in favour of a small number of modest homes in the area - most of the smaller homes, 
when they become vacant receive planning permission to make them considerably larger and 
then well beyond he financial reach of first time buyers. As stated in my letter to GBC 
(18/11/13) I think it is of great important to retain W and E H within the green belt, in order that 
local roads, schools and the Dr's surgery remain able to cope. 

301 

Too many new homes for people outside of the parish would not be suitable. The parish needs 
homes for younger people who have grown up in the village and would like to remain here but 
find property in H unaffordable. Also some form of assisted living for elderly residents is 
needed. Local schools are already bursting and the local surgery under a strain, therefore any 
developments needs to consider the infrastructure of the village first. 

303 

I think it is great to look for a location for new homes to meet the needs of elderly, young 
people, low paid workers. I do think it is worth separating these 3 groups so instead of 1 
development it may be worth considering 3 separate small developments. I do not think 
Guildford should be expanding any further - there are plenty of good business and shopping 
centres around. Any development should be based on the needs of Horsley (E & W) only. 

304 

Important to give planning permission for social housing and not more 5 bed houses. Important 
to ensure infrastructure is in place to support additional housing, e.g. schools oversubscribed. 
Also need to improve village services in Ockham and EH by encouraging new business and 
increasing parking. 

311 

We feel a small development of housing would be beneficial, housing which is affordable and 
allows movement to existing and new members of the Horsley’s. Other areas would need to be 
looked at: The Raleigh School is always oversubscribed - local residents only as far as The Street, 
sometimes are unable to get their children into the school, also the issue of secondary 
education, Dr's surgery, local transport - if the village expands, services need to. Thank you for 
your time and commitment. 

314 

Although we favour a mixed housing stock, because so many smaller houses have been 
enlarged the need seems to be for smaller and affordable homes. Density should be appropriate 
to the location. 

315 
School and local amenities already under stress. No support structure or reasonable roads for 
large scale development. Any development should not alter the character of the village. 

319 

There are sufficient large houses in the area. If planning consent was restricted to building 
smaller units or multiple occupancy premises this would help satisfy the demand for more 
homes. 

320 
I love this village, and certainly do not want to see green belt land spoilt. But I do feel that some 
housing modest development - but particularly favouring young families is reasonable. 

321 There is space and need for development within the village but not in what is now green belt. 

322 

It is imperative whilst assessing housing in the Horsley’s that the infrastructure is also taken into 
account. There is poor drainage and lack of public bus service, no availability of school places, 
already over used GP service and the roads cannot cope with further demand. Only a small 
amount of further housing should be considered based on this situation. 
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329 

I strongly believe that any development within the green belt should be very limited and only 
for local people. I am horrified at the proposed number of houses to be built in WH (where I 
have lived for over 20 years) which if passed would fundamentally change the nature of the 
area and put enormous strain on the infrastructure. Thus any development should be kept to 
the minimum and only be for families of local people and should certainly not increase the 
existing number of homes by more than a small percentage. Our local councillors should 
support this position and protect the rural community. 

332 
I understand the need for possibly increasing housing but modestly is important, not huge 
housing estates which will complete alter the feel and ambience of this special village. 

341 

As mentioned under 11 services in this village are already fully stretched. One has difficulty in 
parking and the village and population has already grown with new housing and extension to 
the extent there are very few bungalows now available for older people and I have seen many 
changes since moving here in 1972. 

344 
There are too many elderly people living alone in houses that they own outright in the village. 
Thus creating a problem for younger families wanting to move into the village. 

345 

We do need a post office and am very disappointed to hear that our own Parish Council have 
approved our Post Office/Newsagent for residential use when sold. (PLEASE NOTE GBC not 
WHPC approved this planning application) 

347 
4 or 5 new homes could built next to us at Vine Cottage, Ricksons Lane - except for the foolish 
interference of English Heritage and others! 

352 

I have no evidence but I am sure we do not need all the housing in the immediate future that 
GBC plan is suggesting. Taking villages out of the green belt is completely crazy. At 71 I'm too 
old to be affected but I am very worried about my grandchildren. Destruction of Surrey's beauty 
spots would be a crime. Apart from that, the infrastructure does not exist, it would be 
impossible to put in place without creating another Walton, Weybridge, and Surbiton etc. We 
must not let it happen. 

358 

More housing for those downsizing e.g. bungalows like Weston Lea which can’t be knocked 
down and turned into houses. Need to restrict the number of small bungalows being turned 
into 5 bed houses, perhaps identify what 'ideal' balance of housing sizes is and develop towards 
that. 

366 

No significant new development should take place until the outdated local infrastructure is 
improved. A new larger primary school is needed, roads are very poor and the Dr's surgery is 
overcrowded. Car parking is also inadequate. 

371 

With two small children we chose to live in Horsley as it still maintains the feel of a village in a 
green belt area. Any major housing development would seriously damage Horsley and pose a 
threat to our infrastructure such as schools, surgeries, roads parking etc. which are already 
under severe pressure. I would urge the council and local government to look at Guildford Town 
Centre and more urban areas before destroying what remains of the traditional English rural 
communities. 

373 

Green belt status important asset for all not just those who live here. Green space is important 
for all. Gradual growth in keeping with village character could be acceptable - wholesale 
expansion imposed for arbitrary reasons is not acceptable. Rural character needs to be 
maintained for those whose wellbeing depends on rural dwelling - some prefer countryside, 
some prefer city life - the difference needs to be maintained. Surrey should not provide over 
flow housing for London, London should exploit its own empty/brownfield sites. Countryside is 
aspirational for some and this should be recognised not denigrated - difference should be kept. 
Spread of urban sprawl would erode the difference. Infrastructure already overstretched, 
station, parking, surgery, schools. Shops character (local character) to be maintained - no 
expansion - expansion would ruin character of village. Please no more street lights - rural lack of 
light pollution important rural character. 
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374 

As stated earlier, new properties should be small, for those wishing to downsize or young 
families. There should be a restriction placed on developing these properties further in the 
future. It is partly because so many properties have been expanded and developed upon in the 
past that smaller properties do not now exist. 

378 

There is already enough strain on local services including schools, roads and Dr's. A small or 
large housing development would only increase existing problems and I do not believe there is a 
great need for local housing to be increased by the amounts stated by the council. 

381 

Development should be small (as you suggest 15-30 homes) and spread over a number of pieces 
of land. Developers must not be allowed to further develop those areas in years to come, 
turning them into much larger estates. Housing must be in keeping with current stock - not like 
those at the Nomad Theatre. No street lighting - we must maintain what is so lovely about living 
here. No big supermarket chain allowed which will destroy the village. 

385 

Do not feel any development should be more than 10 dwellings at most. Have no wish to see 
any sheltered housing, have previously experienced this and even though the housing 
association promised they were for local people this was not the case. Completely ruined the 
village. We once lived with 3 such developments, causing immense harm to local shops, 
amenities and public sector departments. 

388 

Until recently a feature of the housing type in WH included several styles of small bungalows. In 
our road alone 4 bungalows have been re-developed, 3 of which are now large 4-5 bed houses. 
Developments on The Street and nearby roads follow similar trends. £300/400K smaller homes 
being resold for £800/£900K How the planning permission associated with this style of 
development does provide any answers to the need for affordable housing in Horsley? 

390 

Main worry is that amenities would be oversubscribed if a longer sized development of housing 
would be built. E.g. the train station has become a lot busier since we first arrived 4 years ago. 
Unfortunately the trains have been become shorter, not longer. 

391 

We have a housing crisis - not building is not an option. It is very easy for people who already 
have a home (in a very nice area) to say 'build elsewhere' we like our village as it is'. Young 
people - on lower salaries and older people on pensioners need homes too.  It would help if 
there were nice small bungalows with garden built for retired single people who would then 
'move out' of their large family homes release those for families. 

394 There is no evidence that an increase in housing is needed in WH. 

395 
New development of new buildings in this small village will put local services under a huge stain 
i.e. doctors, parking etc. 

407 

I do not support the need for new homes in the area, as the school is already oversubscribed & 
you can barely ever get an appointment at the Dr's surgery. I think the area should be preserved 
as is, if anything expand the Raleigh and other facilities before attempting any such 
development. 

410 

We are firmly against any more housing developments in Horsley a) local services such as the 
surgery, schools, parking are at full stretch already. B) The only people who will benefit are the 
developers. The cost would be prohibitive and beyond the means of local young people. c) Our 
roads are already congested at peak times. 

411 

A similar survey was carried out a few years ago with regard to the site at the top of School 
Lane. It was very much hoped that affordable housing would be built there, this I believe was 
stated in that survey. Unfortunately the survey results were ignored and v. expensive houses 
were built there. We have neither the facilities or the road to support more housing in WH. 

413 

Clearly people need affordable homes in this area of the provision of suitable housing could 
help to keep prices down. As a parish we need to do our bit to provide homes for people who 
need them. This must, however, be in proportion to the size of our existing village so that local 
services are not totally overwhelmed, roads do not get even worse than they are already are 
and our rural environment continues to offer safe haven to wildlife.  This is a village community 
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and although we probably have the capacity to integrate a slightly expanding population, great 
care needs to be taken in order to preserve WH as a village and not turn it into a commuter 
town with no soul. 

419 
Raleigh School parking is horrendous in school term time in Northcote Road, Crescent/Close 
emergency vehicles could not get through. 

423 

Consider making Raleigh School a junior school and building a new infant school on a new site 
to increase number of school places. Address flooding of roads at locations where flooding 
occurs regularly on East Lane. Seek improvements to train service to waterloo, reduced journey 
time to waterloo, more comfortable trains.  Appreciate this is an EH issue, but seek 
improvements to road junction Station Road/Cobham Way/Ockham Rd. Widen East Lane at 
Waterloo Farm Cottage - currently a safety hazard for pedestrians, in particular and motorists. 

424 

The local infrastructure is already at capacity in a number of areas e.g. primary and secondary 
schools are already overcrowded. Parking at both shops & railway station is difficult. There is 
inadequate bus service. Dr's and HNS services would certainly need extending. More cars and 
delivery vehicles would increase the burden on the local roads. 

425 

I don’t believe the Horsley village can take any more traffic particularly on school 
mornings/afternoons. Also the local school and doctor’s surgery are already bursting at the 
seams, I know there will always be a need for housing but flooding infrastructure in an already 
busy area makes no sense whatsoever. 

426 
Not sure how building new housing can specifically be kept for locals, they get priced out.  
Roads and drainage needs improving. 

428 We must certainly not build on the green belt. 

431 

Any housing built must maintain the rural aspect of the village as traffic is already heavy, using 
small narrow roads. The housing built must be nearer to access at the A3, although under 100 
homes should be ok, anymore will have a serious impact on local way of life and impact on 
wildlife, already under pressure. 

434 

Whilst I support the building of new houses which will support local shops - the schools and 
local services are already stretched. There is a need for suitable housing for both new home 
owners and the elderly requiring affordable one-level type housing.  But as stated the medical 
and schools may not be in a position to meet this. 

437 

I think it important, and believe there is urgency for new single story properties or retirement 
apartments to be built in order than ageing population can downsize form their large houses 
and remain in the area. 

439 

The reason there is a shortage of property in our area is for many reasons: the population is 
getting older and there is a shortage of bungalows because people keep extending them, young 
people do need some small properties to start them off, perhaps a few new flats could be built, 
too many immigrants coming to live causes shortage of property to buy and rent, we do not 
want gypsies, they are trouble, affordable housing brings anti-social people.  I have lived in 
Horsley for 54 years and my family have had their houses here.  I do not want the village to 
change nature or it will be ruined forever. Let’s look after it.  Thank you for taking the time and 
trouble to conduct this survey. 

440 

The extension of the urban settlement boundaries should be stopped or drastically reduced. 
This will obviously open the flood gates for developers "once it’s gone it’s gone".  Absolutely no 
building on or near flood plains or land at risk of flooding. Lessons should be learnt from the 
winter floods and future climate change. Build on existing brownfield sites within Guildford first. 

441 

Before any housing development of any kind/size description in WH we would need a full 
analysis of total infrastructure; roads, access, rail, water, utilities, telecom (5 weeks no phone 
over xmas), job development opportunities, current pavement access, safety.  Good news, with 
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easy access to Horsley football, cricket and Effingham Rugby, We have the best sporting 
facilities for young people in Surrey. 

442 

There are far too many large (i.e. 5 plus bedrooms) being built in the parish; what is required 
are smaller, more affordable houses. We need to maintain a stock of houses suitable for people 
in their retirement rather than constantly increasingly the size of current houses. 

443 

It’s difficult to complete this survey when you are being asked to comment on subjective 
phrases like 'modestly sized development' and a small number of houses. My main feeling is 
that once you allow further development on green belt and brown field sites within a village, it 
will be difficult to argue against more development in the future. 

445 
Q 10 refers housing development for local people sounds alright but is it really a practical 
proposition? 

447 

With respect to Q 10 (modest size housing) how could the local people criteria be 
implemented? While a worthy objective it is not clear to me how this would be (or could be) 
enforced in a free market. Secondly, please be aware the phrase 'modest size' is open to 
interpretation from different perspectives i.e. modest for a village resident V GBC Planners V 
developers may be quite different.  For the record I interpret 'modest' as 10-20 dwellings. 

449 

Currently the local schools and Dr’s can only cope with the amount of people that live her at the 
moment. Increasing the population will only add more stain to our services, the infrastructure 
of the village would change completely. 

450 

Any development should only on existing developed land or on brownfield sites - it should not 
be at the expense of the green belt which is so important. Any development should be small 
scale and should take into account all of the local infrastructure (or lack of it) as well as flooding 
risks. 

451 

To build over 100 homes will have a big impact to the area. There is only one state school. The 
Raleigh, which is already over subscribes and there is the question of senior school. The Howard 
of Effingham is the local one and will school be able to accommodate more children, bearing in 
mind there is houses being built in Effingham and Bookham? Also the Dr's surgery has to be 
thought about too. 

452 

Q11. My answer applies only if smaller dwellings ay 1-2 beds are built. Q8. I do not consider that 
an obligation should be placed on LA to provide accommodation for anyone. Q 10. Provide 
accommodation for anyone simply because a person was born in the area or has lived there 
before. 

453 

Support small quantity of new housing but on existing developed land or brownfield sites and 
not at the expense of the green belt. However, needs to be small scale and carefully measured 
against local infrastructure, schools, medical centre, roads, sewage/drainage etc., which cannot 
cope with a large number of new residents. WH should maintain its identity as a village. 

454 
It should not be so difficult and stressful to move to a larger or smaller home. A supply of small 
homes like 'Weston Lea' would free up larger homes. 

456 

I am concerned that huge amounts of development would impact too greatly on the schools 
and Dr’s surgery etc., that are already full to the brim and the infrastructure can’t take more 
development.  Yes; it supports local business etc. but the impact is far greater than a few more 
people shopping in Budgen’s and having their haircut at one of 3 hair shops!!  However more 
significantly the types of housing is also majorly important. There's already enough 'big' homes 
in the area and I do think trying to downsize and stay within Horsley is almost impossible. 
Downsizing isn’t just about the aged but about divorcees too! When impact of divorce is bad 
enough without moving children from schools and their friends etc. 

458 

If there is development, I would like to see small terraced housing in the style of the Lovelace 
Estate or 30's style, sympathetic to the history and quality of the area. The building behind 
Bishopsmead Parade is not the sort of building I want. The Mews houses next to the ** are the 
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sort of style I am happy to see. 

459 

New developments should be affordable accommodation - there are sufficient 4-5 bedroom 
executive houses in the villages. Covenants on the new properties should prohibit their later 
extension into 4-5 bedroom homes. Plots should be large enough to accommodate family living 
e.g. not more ant 8 per acre - to allow for off street parking. 

465 

Local Primary School already heavily oversubscribed, Horsley Dr’s very difficult to get 
appointments. Road infrastructure not suitable for any increased use. Would therefore have 
concerns on any increase in housing. 

466 
I believe WH could accommodate a small development of 15 houses but I don’t believe local 
amenities etc. could cope with more than that. 

467 

The local primary school is already hugely oversubscribed; any additional housing would only 
serve to exacerbate this issue. There is currently a waiting list for each year in KS1. The medical 
centre is incredibly busy and it is difficult to get an appointment within a reasonable time frame. 
Additional population would make it nigh on impossible. Parking already limited, any increase 
would possibly prevent people from suing local shops. In order to consider additional housing, 
the basic infrastructure of the Horsley’s would need to be addressed before accommodating an 
increase in population of the villages. 

469 New houses should be well dispersed throughout the village. 

470 

Smaller properties such as bungalows are constantly receiving planning permission and being 
rebuilt as large houses. Any development other than infilling would reverse the objectives of Q 
11. WH roads, water systems, schools, Dr's and many other services are not coping at this time, 
therefore the need is to right this before making it worse. 

475 

Housing should be provided for by need not demand. A plan/strategy for excessive growth for 
Guildford should not force villages to expand beyond their local need and without infrastructure 
to support ti. This goes beyond roads and sewers. 

478 

I do not feel it appropriate to create development even of 15-30 homes. Given the green belt 
location, I think it would be appropriate to allow limited infilling within the border of the 
settlement which would create just a few houses at a time. 

485 Old age may necessitate a different answer to question no 9. 

486 

I am in favour of maintaining the distinct character of the Horsley’s and am against any 
development that would jeopardise this. Our already busy country lanes would suffer even 
more and our restricted local car parking facilities would be overcrowded. 

487 WH has a very distinct character and any large housing development would destroy this. 

488 
Yes, I support a limited and proportionate development up to 50 houses but strongly oppose 
the scale of the proposed development of Horsley which will destroy its character. 

492 
Any new development of housing stock should only be built on existing brownfield sites or 
where a property is to be demolished. 

495 

We live at the end of Nightingale Ave and maintain/use 5 acres of the fields known formerly as 
Long Lodge Farm. These and the other 8 acres are owned by Persimmon Builders and they 
would clearly like to develop the fields. While a limited development of the further fields could 
be tolerated a large scale development would be far more than Horsley needs and clearly not 
wanted by local residents. Furthermore I have it quite clear that the fields are very prone to 
water logging and the recent wet winter resulted in the gardens and field being under water for 
considerable time. 

496 

Village needs more low- rise homes for older people but must be close to shops and facilities. 
We do not need more family homes nor starter homes where people will start families and put 
pressure on local roads etc. 
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498 

Perhaps there should be a system like Devon/Cornwall have for housing local people who are 
less well paid than buyers who commute i.e. teachers/nurses/fireman or anyone who lives and 
works locally. 

499 

As a lifelong resident (with 10 years overseas) of WH Village I am passionate to retain the village 
aspect. I beige the current attempt to over urbanise. The Horsley’s as laid out in the local plan 
consultations would be destructive to a very important village community. Any development 
should be undertaken with the village paramount in any plan.  Horsley must remain a village. 

501 
Stop people breeding so much, stop people coming to UK and you will not need so many houses 
or car pollution 

502 

New homes should be built on brownfield sites, not green field sites and definitely not in the 
greenbelt. The greenbelt is to protect our countryside. I moved to WH because I wanted to be 
somewhere more rural with fewer built up areas, fewer cars and therefore less pollution. I did 
this for health reasons. Please protect our greenbelt. Don’t build on it. 

504 

Greenbelt should be protected at all costs. WE cannot agree to development on green belt land. 
There is adequate land/brownfield sites in the borough of Guildford to meet housing demands. 
The University alone could develop their acres of car parks for student accommodation meeting 
a large proportion of housing demand. Vitally important that our village settlement boundary is 
not altered/extended and the WH retains its current Metropolitan Green Belt status. Once 
boundaries are pushed out it will be nigh impossible to prevent further development of the 
village with executive style houses by wealthy property developers destroying the character of 
the village for future generations to come and little if any funding for infrastructure. Large plots 
of open farmland should not be under consideration for development, particularly fields 
between Ripley Lane/Silkmore Lane with 10 listed buildings on its perimeter, overlooking and 
being viewed from, Grade 11 listed parkland. The long term effects of destroying this beautiful 
rural landscape would destroy the rural character of the village forever. Government policy 
needs to re-invigorate pension fund investment into industry rather than driving more and 
more savings into buy-to-let property. Affordable housing in Horsley will be a prime target for 
savers seeking more reliable income. Once in private hands, affordable will be extended into 
less affordable again as was the case when Weston Leas was given over for that purpose. House 
price inflation is driven by banks seeking short term profit. Why should the taxpayer support 
poorly regulated banks? Central London property is a safe haven for foreign money. Empty 
housing is a blight washing over the whole country. The less affluent get pushed further out. 
Rents rise and the poor become destitute. Government must act to stop this spiral. 

506 

Any development must retain the intrinsic characteristics of the village. The village does not 
have medium nor large development of houses in it. The village should maintain its green belt in 
order to preserve the open spaces in the village that are so important to keep the rural feel of 
the village. 

507 

As many of us in the village are, I am anxious that our rural village remains unspoiled by 
development. We are going to need our open fields, woods and countryside always, not just for 
us but for visitors from towns/suburbs & London seeking countryside too. 

509 

I believe the parish is well provided for with larger homes. WE have a shortage of smaller homes 
where one large new home is constructed perhaps there could be incentive for two smaller 
which could be a well-designed pair of semis that would be in keeping with the street scene etc. 

511 
Horsley station is full, there is no parking at the shops, the schools are full, and I live in Horsley 
because of the green belt. 

518 

A small number of new homes with a mix of affordable housing and larger homes for families 
should help to ensure the continued prosperity for local business. If a suitable site can be found 
avoiding green belt. 
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520 

Stability of good social and age types required for sustaining village. Need for 'low cost starter' 
homes to stop youngsters moving out of Horsley’s, but these must be protected to prevent 'up 
sizing' which in turn makes for un-affordable accommodation. Small blocks of 6-1--12 units 
would not interrupt current style of village. 

521 

How can we ensure that new housing would only be sold to local people and how would 
extensions/improvements be prevented which would lift these homes out of the 'affordable 
bracket' Surely this is what happened in Weston Lea, the houses were originally intended for 
local retired people but can now be brought by anyone. 

523 

WH is not suitable place for development because it lacks local transport, is too far from the 
station, has no business to employ extra people, has an oversubscribed primary school Dr's 
surgery and is prone to flooding. It would not appeal to the 18-35 age group as it is too far from 
Guildford for work and leisure and can only support elderly people who drove or have carers. 
Building homes would ruin the rural identity of the village part of which is an AONB. 

525 
Small developments of five or ten dwellings would have less impact on the village if strictly 
controlled. East Lane, Cranmore Lane (old British legion) are areas possibly worth considering. 

528 
The parish is a great place to live and we would support any development that enabled 
increased housing be that key, affordable, council or private. 

529 

Considerable 'infilling' in recent years, e.g. Silkmore Lane etc. has already increased the pressure 
on local school and surgery and other services and condition of roads and pavements. There 
may be a need for smaller units of housing so that older people can downsize and remain in the 
village and also young people can find affordable housing here. But can you restrict the 
ownership of these smaller units and bungalows for local people? There will always be a huge 
demand on the open market for such properties in such a desirable area and this would put the 
prices up. Would any new development of smaller units have to be called council housing to 
ensure that went to local people? 

530 

Re: Para 11 - Is there a demand for more houses? Key local services seem stretched already, 
unlikely that public transport would be used more as everyone has a car these days. I am told 
the schools are full. People will only support local shops, pubs & PO f they offer food value. Why 
is petrol more expensive in EH? Milk at Budgens is 50p more expensive for a 4 pint container 
than at Sainsbury's. Are local businesses struggling to recruit? We need evidence before we can 
answer these questions. What we do not want are our existing open spaces built over. 

531 The village as it is proves very acceptable to everyone who lives here. 

534 

Recent relaxation of planning permission has resulted in a speculative *** with buildings and 
extensions of a suburban appearance thus ruining the rural village appearance and general 
beauty of a rural area so enjoyed by real rural people. Fill in - yes but no overcrowding - even 
local utilities have a limit. 

535 

All potential sites for consideration must: not encroach on green belt, be checked for flooding, 
include requirement for additional infrastructure (schools, surgeries, parking, shops etc.).  All 
roads in WH must be capable of additional traffic requirements in width and loads. 

536 We need reasonably priced retirement bungalows for the growing number of elderly people. 

537 

WH and EH are villages that deserve to keep their status by maintaining reasonable numbers of 
residents. The Dr's surgery and school are already oversubscribed so new developments would 
not be beneficial to the local area in my opinion. More housing requires improved infrastructure 
which the villages cannot support. We don’t want more traffic, pollution and issues. WE want to 
keep the villages as they are - with lots of green open space that is left alone - this is one of the 
advantages of living here that should be maintained and not destroyed. 

538 

I do believe it is necessary to have some development but of smaller dwellings. At present any 
small property on a site of half an acre or so particularly if the owner has died becomes a five 
bedroomed, 3 bathroom monster, taking small properties out of the mix. 
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541 

With regard to question 10 we would be in favour of this provided the houses built are 
affordable, small starter type homes 1-2 beds only and hey should be in a style in keeping with 
the rest of the village. We have enough large homes. The local school has been oversubscribed 
for quite some time and more new homes may add to that problem. 

543 

I completely reject GBC's growth agenda and require the council to protect all of the greenbelt. 
Any development should be on brown field sites only where there is enough land to meet 
housing needs until 2031. 

544 
A small development of affordable mixed dwellings would benefit the manageable growth of 
the village by encouraging new mixed social groups to join the local community. 

546 

We appear to have been very negative with questions 11 and 13 for the following reasons. We 
would be concerned that small development would be taken up by outsiders unless restricted 
to locals. The development of small properties with a covenant out on them that they cannot be 
extended. The Raleigh School is oversubscribed.  It is difficult to get an appointment at the Dr's. 
A mixed balance of households is vital - but impossible to achieve as small properties are always 
being extended when they come onto the market. Local businesses mostly pay a minimum as 
low wage - the care home is always recruiting. So hosing development would have to be very 
affordable as social housing to attract staff. 

548 

Although there is a need for housing due to the demands of society in general I feel strongly 
that Horsley’s do not have the infrastructure to support any housing developments. Once 
housing development is approved I would concerned that more would follow. I am totally 
against the Guilford Plan for housing in this area. 

558 
More residential flats similar to those around Bowling Green in EH needed to support increase 
in size of aging population. 

567 

We would not object to a modest increase in the WH housing stock if there is a proven local 
need or pro rata as part of a fair and balanced scheme for communities to share the burden of a 
proven national need but it must be proportionate and not just try to meet the infinite housing 
demand in SE. About 100 new dwellings seems about reasonable. We would be in favour of high 
density (and therefore small footprint) well designed flats, pitched at around £25K each for 
retirees, singles and young families in order to improve the social diversity of the village. 
Detached houses won’t be economically viable for builders unless they are executive homes and 
we don’t want to be 'Cobhamised'. Blocks of flats should have ample balconies and storage, 
underground parking, green roofs/solar panels and sustainable transport connections. The 
neighbours will object to these being built but the alternative of detached or semi-detached 
homes will create much more development sprawl. 

568 

Any future housing needs must avoid spread the village further and join the 2 Horsley’s 
together. Also the current infrastructure can’t cope with more residents i.e. roads and schools 
and Dr's. At EH parade more consideration of parking is required. 

569 
We need to retain the greenbelt - the greenery is what makes the village a pleasant and 
harmonious place to live.  

580 

The development of extra houses in Horsley will have a major effect on the infrastructure. The 
local school is full, the roads are busy. The Dr's surgery is overflowing and appointments are 
enough to get now. If any developments were to go ahead the council would need to consider 
enlarging roads and traffic control outside schools especially Glenesk. Flooding is another 
consideration as East Lane was under water for about 6 weeks this year. 

581 
The quality of the data used as a basis for the current Guildford Plan is significantly below the 
required standard required to support the need to justify the proposed level of development. 

583 The green belt is precious it is not for development. 

584 

We moved to WH village in 1996. We chose this area because of the village community and 
beautiful countryside. During our time here there have more and more properties being built 
which are altering the Horsley’s from lovely village settings to an increasing sprawling suburbia. 



52 
 

Any plans for building a development will be strongly opposed! 

586 
The more people the bigger the need for a superstore like Tesco’s etc. This is a village and needs 
to remain as such. More people = more issues. 

587 

Initially it seemed the government, or GBC were going to force hideous number of new homes 
into the village. This must be prevented at all costs since it would alter the villages and put the 
schools and roads under even more pressure than they are already. If a very small development 
was found to be advantageous then the site would have to be chosen with great care. 

588 

I cannot understand how low cost housing can stay low cost. Normal pressure will push prices 
up eventually. There is not enough scope for families to remain close together as most children 
of residents cannot afford to live here. Surrounding villages are the same. It should be a desire 
of local authorities to keep families close that desire it. Both families and local communities 
would benefit in the long term. Council houses are the obvious answer. 

589 

A mixture of housing is needed and not just the mansions. I think sites should be pro-actively 
sought. Everything seems to be turned down by the council (Parish) which is not realistic. I don’t 
think the loss of some of the green belt is a problem. (PLEASE NOTE that WHPC object to 
approximately 10% of applications submitted to GBC per annum) 

589 

I think no housing should be built at all and it be built elsewhere where there is more land and 
cheaper land. Those who require the housing will just have to move to the cheaper locations so 
I disagree with the above. 

590 

If any new houses are built then a new school will also need to be built as the Raleigh is very 
oversubscribed. It has taken us 5 years to get our son in the school and we live in the same road 
as the school. 

592 

Adding new homes to the village will increase pressure on services. The Raleigh is overcrowded 
and demand too high for existing places. There is no 2nd school provision. The 'fix' regarding the 
Howard of Effingham is working but leaves Bookham residents in particular feeling aggrieved. 
The pressure on the medical centre is intense. Very difficult to get a convenient appointment 
with the Dr you want to see. The pressure on the roads is very high at school drop off and pick 
up time. The state of the roads e.g. East Lane is terrible and more traffic will only make it worse. 
New houses should not be built on land floods. 

595 

We are totally against any development we feel this will ruin what is attractive about our area. 
We love walking and enjoy the open spaces and lack of over development which has spoiled 
other villages. So often councils go ahead with these decisions and make promises that it won’t 
affect school admissions, Dr’s appointments etc. but it always does and once it’s done it cannot 
be undone. 

596 

We are constantly annoyed to notice any new property seems to be executive, large houses 
with no small properties for new young buyers or old people downsizing. The houses built on 
the site of the Catholic Church, the undertakers and opposite the Barley Mow are examples. We 
expect elderly parents to move from Chilworth to be closer to us in the next 5 years. 

605 Keep WH in a Green belt status. 

609 

We live in 3 story house where we have lived, worshipped, joined in village life and wish to 
remain. In due course we will look for a bungalow can planners support developers building 
them please. 

610 
Small properties allow for downsizing or starting outs. If the planning permission for extensions 
could be refused for small and bungalow properties a lot of our difficulties would be reduced. 

616 

The decision by government to abandon the green belt and force local communities to build on 
green field sites alarms many people. The arguments are well rehearsed but GBC needs to 
convincingly look at the brown field sites in Guildford and unoccupied houses. Much is 
financially driven. Builders make more money on greenfield and those selling farmland will 
benefit. 
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