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Introduction and Content

1.0 Policy Background
1.1

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) emphasises that Local
Plans should be supported by an Infrastructure “Crucially, Local Plans should:
•
•

1.2

plan positively for the development and infrastructure required in the
area to meet the objectives, principles and policies of this Framework;
be drawn up over an appropriate time scale, preferably a 15-year time
horizon, take account of longer term requirements, and be kept up to
date” (NPPF – para 157)

Infrastructure Delivery Plans require that – “Local planning authorities should
work with other authorities and providers to:
•

•

assess the quality and capacity of infrastructure for transport, water
supply, wastewater and its treatment, energy (including heat),
telecommunications, utilities, waste, health, social care, education,
flood risk and coastal change management, and its ability to meet
forecast demands; and
take account of the need for strategic infrastructure including
nationally significant infrastructure within their areas.” (NPPF – para
162)

2.0 Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
2.1

The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations were brought into force in
April 2010 and any local authority wanting to pool financial contributions from
development for local infrastructure is required to implement CIL from April
2014. CIL is to be collected in accordance with a Charging Schedule
prepared by the Charging Authority i.e. Mole Valley District Council. The
Charging Schedule must be subjected to independent examination before it
can be adopted. In preparing the charging schedule government guidance on
CIL states that it must be informed by an appropriate evidence base, which
should include:
•
•
•

2.2

An up-to-date development plan (e.g. a Core Strategy)
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
A broad assessment of the potential impact of CIL on the economic
viability of development

This Infrastructure Delivery Plan will form the basis of the infrastructure
evidence required to support the charging schedule.
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3.0 Purpose and Scope of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
3.1

The Core Strategy’s “Goal 8 - Infrastructure Provision is: To ensure the
efficient use of existing infrastructure, a reduction in demand on infrastructure
by promoting behavioural change and ensuring the delivery of additional
capacity by extending or providing new infrastructure”.

3.2

Local infrastructure provision is a key element of the spatial planning
approach playing a key role in co-ordinating the level of infrastructure and
services in a local area to ensure that it meets current needs and future
requirements established in the Mole Valley Core Strategy.

3.3

To achieve this Local Planning Authorities are required to set out in their
plans the infrastructure needed to support the level of development being
proposed. This includes an estimated cost of delivery

3.4

The purpose of preparing an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) is to identify a
funding gap between development and infrastructure that is needed as a
consequence of new development. It will identify the likely infrastructure
requirements of proposed development within Mole Valley, how essential it is
to the delivery of development, how it might be provided, likely cost, by whom
and by when. The IDP is intended to be a ‘living’ document and will be
updated when new infrastructure has been identified.

3.5

This Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has been prepared to cover all Mole
Valley. It also identifies potential cross border issues arising as a
consequence of new development in adjacent local authority areas. To
support the Dorking Town Area Action Plan (AAP) an IDP was prepared to
identify what infrastructure was needed as a result of the new planned
development in the town. The IDP for Dorking has been subject to
examination as it was background evidence to the Dorking Town AAP. Some
of the schemes in the Dorking AAP IDP have either been completed or
updated. Changes to the Dorking IDP have been reflected in the table below.
The Dorking IDP has been subsumed within this IDP to provide one list of
required infrastructure. As the AAP was only recently adopted, most of the
infrastructure in the plan has not yet been delivered.

3.6

The IDP has been prepared by Mole Valley District Council in partnership with
other government bodies and relevant agencies.
Process:

3.7

1)

Review of plans and projects – where possible information was taken
from current plans and projects. This included the infrastructure needs
that had been considered as part of the Dorking Town Area Action
Plan, transport and education assessments undertaken by Surrey
County Council and the Council’s business plans.

2)

Information gathered from partners – letters were sent to all
infrastructure providers asking what their requirements would be as a
result of new planned development.

The estimated costs of the schemes have been identified in Appendix 1. The
potential funding will come from a combination of developer CIL contributions,
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S106 receipts, funding through Surrey County Council, the Surrey County
Council Committee allocations and the District Council. The schemes that
have estimated costs are those that are likely to be brought forward in the
shorter term.

4.0 Stages of Preparing the Infrastructure Delivery Plan

5.0 Types of Infrastructure
5.1

The IDP assesses a range of infrastructure requirements.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

5.2

Transport
Education
Health Care
Community Services and Facilities
Utilities
Waste
Town facilities and Linkages
Emergency Services

The IDP will link in with the work that is being undertaken on the Land
Allocations Plan (LAP). This will establish were new development is to be
provided in the district and what new infrastructure is required as a
consequence. The timetable for work on the LAP is set out in the Local
Development Scheme and is scheduled to be adopted towards the end of
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2015. Work on the CIL is further progressed than the LAP and is timetabled in
the LDS to be adopted by April 2014.

6.0 Area Covered by the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
6.1

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan covers the area within the Mole Valley
District boundary.

6.2

A Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP) is being prepared for Bookham,
through the Bookham Vanguard Neighbourhood Forum and for Ockley
through its Parish Council. The application to designate a Neighbourhood
Area for Westcott and a Village Forum for the purposes of preparing an NDP
for Westcott is being considered by the Council. An application for the
designation of a Neighbourhood Area and Forum for the purposes of
preparing a NDP for Ashtead is expected in the spring of 2013.

6.3

Each NDP will need to be accompanied by an IDP. However, in the meantime
the areas covered by NDPs have been included in this IDP and where
relevant, items of infrastructure within the plan/proposed plan areas have
been included in this assessment in Appendix 1.

6.4

The map below shows the Mole Valley District’s administrative boundary. The
area shaded in red shows the proposed NDP areas.
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7.0 Engagement and Consultation
7.1

The preparation of this IDP has undergone consultation and engagement
both internally and with key stakeholders. A letter was sent to infrastructure
providers requesting information on the infrastructure that would be required
to facilitate new development across the district. A list of who was consulted
is set out in Appendix 3.

7.2

This IDP is being consulted on alongside the Community Infrastructure Levy –
Preliminary Draft Charging Schedule which runs between Friday 9th March to
Friday 26th April.

8.0 Monitoring the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
8.1

The IDP is a living document as the supply, demand, planning and timing of
infrastructure changes frequently. It will be regularly updated and monitored in
order for it to be accurate, and to maintain its role and function. The IDP will
be formally updated and published alongside the Authority Monitoring Report
once the CIL has been approved. It will also be periodically updated
(depending on available resources) to support the Council’s Capital Budget.

9.0 Planned Development
Housing
9.1

9.2

The amount of development that is required in the district up to 2026 is set
out in the Mole Valley Core Strategy Policy CS2 – Housing Provision and
Location. It indicates that the Council will make provision for at least 3,760 net
additional dwellings within the District between the period 2006 to 2026. The
location of this provision will be established through the Land Allocations Plan
Document, which will allocate sites for housing over the planned period. The
policy states that:

•

priority will be given to locating new residential development within the
defined built-up areas of Leatherhead, Dorking (including North
Holmwood), Ashtead, Bookham and Fetcham.

•

infilling and limited residential development (including redevelopment) will
be permitted within Beare Green, Brockham, Capel, Charlwood,
Hookwood and Westcott.

•

infilling will be permitted within Betchworth, Boxhill, Leigh, Mickleham,
Newdigate, Ockley, South Holmwood, Strood Green, Westhumble and
Woodlands Road, Bookham.

The planned level of new housing development is anticipated to put more
pressure on existing infrastructure.
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Retail
9.3

In 2007 the Council undertook an assessment of retail provision across the
district. The study identified a need for additional need retail floorspace
across the district in Dorking and Ashtead. The Dorking Town Area Action
Plan indentifies a need for additional supermarket floorspace in Dorking Town
and allocates a development site for it.

Infrastructure Requirements and Evidence
10.0 Transport
Transport
Strategic Highway Network
Lead Organisation
Highway Agency
Sources of
• Mole Valley Transport Evaluation
information/Evidence
• The Cumulative Assessment of Future Development –
Impacts on the Highway Network Report 2011
• Highways Agency response to infrastructure provision.
Goal 4: Transport – “To mange down traffic growth and
Core Strategy Goal
encourage more sustainable transport choices by improving
travel options and accessibility”
Existing Provision
The Highways Agency is an executive agency of the
Department for Transport (DfT). They are responsible for
operating, maintaining and improving England’s Strategic
Road Network (SRN) on behalf of the Secretary of State for
Transport.
In Mole Valley, the Highways Agency is responsible for the
M25. This specifically relates to the section of the M25 around
Leatherhead and Junction 9.
The Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway Network Report 2011, concluded
that the County Model results suggest that the additional
traffic associated with development in Mole Valley would not
cause a material increase in traffic flow through M25 Junction
9 and would not result in an unacceptable level of congestion
at Junction 9. It would appear that current issues with queuing
at the anti-clockwise exit from the M25 are not solely
attributable to the weight of traffic travelling into Mole Valley
and are not likely to be materially exacerbated by proposals in
Mole Valley’s Core Strategy.

Future
The Hi The Highways Agency has not identified any schemes that
Requirements
are needed from planned growth across the district. They do
however reserve the right to make representations about
monies pertaining to the national/strategic transport matters
as and when they arise in the development process and on a
case by case basis. These issues are likely to arise when
specific locations of new development are known.
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Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified;
notwithstanding the M25 covers a number of other Local
Authority Areas.
• Highways Agency/Department of Transport
• CIL
• S106

Transport
Local Road Network
Lead Organisation
Surrey County Council
Sources of
• Surrey County Council Technical Note: Transport
information/Evidence
Measures to support growth identified in the Mole
Valley Core Strategy
• The Cumulative Assessment of Future Development –
Impacts on the Highway Network Report 2011
• Surrey Future – Project Board Meeting Feb 2013
Goal 4: Transport – “To mange down traffic growth and
Core Strategy Goal
encourage more sustainable transport choices by improving
travel options and accessibility”
Existing Provision
Surrey has the highest level of car ownership and the most
congested roads in the country outside London. Nearly half of
Mole Valley's households own two or more cars compared to
the national average of 29.5%. Of all the District's
households, 13% do not own a car compared to the national
average of 27%. Those areas with the lowest level of car
ownership include Dorking and North Leatherhead. Around
two out of three Mole Valley residents travel to work by car.
Three main roads run through Mole Valley. The M25 has a
junction at Leatherhead, the A24 London to Worthing road
runs from north to south and the A25 which follows the foot
of the North Downs from Maidstone in Kent to Guildford, runs
from east to west. Two main railway lines, occupying the
same corridors as the A24 and A25, provide rail services to
London and Horsham, Reading, Redhill and Gatwick airport.
There is also a service between London Waterloo and
Guildford via Bookham.
The County Study has helped the Council to identify sections
of the local highway network which are at risk of a significant
level of congestion as a result of traffic growth associated with
the District’s housing allocation.
The key conclusions from the County model are as follows:
•

Traffic flows on the local road network within
Mole Valley during the AM peak (08:00 to 09:00)
are predicted to increase by approximately
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14,000 in 2016 and 27,000 in 2026 compared
with 2005. This is a 6% and 12% increase
respectively. This growth is not totally attributed
to growth within Mole Valley but from
surrounding districts as well.
•

Comparison of the data concludes that the
overall transport network is insensitive to the
distribution of development within the District.

Map: showing the main road and rail networks in Mole Valley

The Mole Valley Transport Evaluation (2008) has identified a
number of congestion hotspots:
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Leatherhead one-way system
Dorking one-way system
A25 between Westcott and Dorking
A25 between Dorking and Reigate
Deepdene Roundabout (junction of A25 Reigate Road
with A24 Deepdene Avenue)
Givens Grove Roundabout (junction of A24
Leatherhead By-Pass Road with A24 Dorking Road,
A246 Young Street and B2450 Dorking Road)
Knoll Roundabout (junction of A24 Leatherhead Road
with B2122 Epsom Road and A243 Leatherhead By –
Pass Road)
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•

Plough Roundabout (junction of A245 Kingston Road
and B2430 Kingston Road and Barnett Wood Lane)

The Technical Note has identified a number of limitations,
threats and weaknesses:
Component of the transport
network
Principal Transport network
•

Junction 9 of the M25 forms a
junction with the A243 which leads
directly to Leatherhead in the West
and the A24 in the East

•

The A24 spreads North-South
along Mole Valley, linking London
to Worthing on the South coast.
Although this is a direct link, the
majority of traffic from London to
that part of the South coast use
the M23 to Brighton then the A27
across the South

•

Limitations, Weaknesses
and Threats
•

There are several major
congestion pinch points on
the transport network,
particularly the approaches
to the town centres.

•

Access to public transport
can be improved. There are
10 mainline stations in the
district although evidence
suggests there are too few
peak time trains through the
stations.

•

There are issues around
access to services, in
particular East Surrey
Hospital. Measures to
reduce congestion and
encourage/improve public
transport accessibility to
these locations is important.

•

The Mole River runs
between Leatherhead and
Fetcham with three bridges
allowing through traffic.
Young Street (A246),
Waterway Road (B2122), &
Guildford Road.

•

High levels of congestion in
the town centres, in
particular Leatherhead town
centre

•

High levels of congestion in
Dorking town centre

•

Too few peak hour trains

•

Station car parks are often
at capacity very early on in
the day

•

Minor roads often used as
'rat runs' to avoid main
congested roads.

The A25 runs East West through
Dorking

Leatherhead, Fetcham and Ashtead
•

M25, A243, A244, A245, A246

•

Rail - Guildford to London
Waterloo & London Victoria to
Horsham

•

Three railway stations. Bookham,
Leatherhead and Ashtead. (Sutton
and Mole Valley Line)

Dorking
•

A25 & A24

•

Rail – Reading to Gatwick (via
Guildford), and London to
Horsham

•

Three Railway stations – Dorking
Main (London to Horsham) and
Dorking Deepdene and Dorking
West (Reading to Gatwick)

•

Bus Links to Guildford, Reigate &
Redhill, Horsham, Leatherhead,
Surbiton and Kingston.
Rural Areas

•

A217 and Minor road access to
Gatwick Airport

Based on the above information the main transport
challenges facing the district are:
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•

•

•

•
•

•

•

•

Manage existing and forecast road
congestion especially on main routes, key
junctions and town and village centres.
Consider ways of reducing congestion and
possible measures to deliver reductions
focusing on managing down traffic growth
and encouraging more sustainable
transport choices particularly for journeys
to work/school.
Improve the connectivity of the district to
neighbouring areas by focussing on
reducing road congestion on the key
strategic routes such as the A24, A25 and
links to the M25 and A3.
Deliver improvements to the cycle and
pedestrian networks across the district.
Plan for and mitigate the likely travel
demands and local impacts arising from
new developments which will be directed
towards the built up areas of Leatherhead,
Dorking, Ashtead, Bookham and Fetcham.
Manage traffic speeds and flows,
especially in rural communities, urban
centres and residential roads.
Manage and improve existing transport
access by passenger transport to main
employment areas.
Improve transport access to local areas,
services and facilities, especially for people
in rural areas without the use of a car.

Surrey Future has been set up by Surrey County Council and
was officially launched at the beginning of March 2013 to
identify schemes across the county related to growth. In
addition to the above three major transport schemes have
been identified through the Surrey County Council’s Surrey
Futures Work.
A24 Clarkes Green to Holmwood
A24 Capel to Surrey boundary improvements
Dorking Town Centre improvements to pedestrian and
traffic flow.
The tables in Annex A show outline transport solutions or
packages of solutions that will help support growth cross the
district. These schemes do not generally provide additional
network capacity but seek to manage the existing network
and provide more sustainable transport choices.
•
•
•

Future
Requirements

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified, although
improvements on the A24 would link up and adjoin West
Sussex.
The potential funding is likely to be a combination of:
• CIL
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•
•

S106
Funding by Surrey County Council

Some schemes currently do not have any costs. This
primarily relates to schemes that are planned beyond 5 years,
therefore there is a degree of uncertainty over the estimated
cost.

Transport
Lead Organisation

Rail
Network Rail
Southern Rail
First Great Western
South West Trains

Goal 4: Transport – “To mange down traffic growth and
encourage more sustainable transport choices by improving
travel options and accessibility”
Sources of
• Mole Valley Transport Evaluation
information/Evidence
• The Cumulative Assessment of Future Development –
Impacts on the Highway Network Report 2011
Existing Provision
There are a number of train stations across the district:
Core Strategy Goal

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ashtead Station
Bookham Station
Leatherhead Station
Boxhill and Westhumble Station
Dorking Main Station
Dorking Deepdene Station
Dorking West Station
Betchworth Station
Beare Green (Holmwood Station)
Ockley Station

The London-Horsham railway line travels north south through
the Mole Gap, connecting Leatherhead and Dorking and
reaching beyond the District boundaries to Epsom, Kingston
and London in the north and Horsham and Worthing to the
south. The Railway stations at Ashtead, Leatherhead, Boxhill
and Westhumble, Dorking, Holmwood (station at Beare
Green) and Ockley provide a regular service to London and
Horsham.
Parallel to the A25, railway services connect Gatwick airport
to Guildford and Reading, passing through Reigate/Redhill
and stopping at stations at Betchworth and Dorking as they
traverse Mole Valley.
The Transport Evaluation (2008) carried out for Mole Valley
assessed the impact of development outlined in the Mole
Valley Core Strategy on the transport network. South West
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Trains reported that they are experiencing capacity problems
on the route from stations in Mole Valley to Waterloo, in peak
hours. They report that DfT and Network Rail have identified
possible measures in the medium to longer term that
hopefully will alleviate the problem, but this involves the
acquisition and use of longer trains, with subsequent
infrastructure upgrades to accommodate them, so is not a
"quick-fix" solution.

Future
The Hi No schemes in the IDP have been identified for additional
Requirements
infrastructure needs from rail operators. First Great Western
was the only operator to respond, but have identified no
needs at this stage. Potential improvements may be needed
at Bookham Railway Station.
Improvements to Deepdene Station were suggested in the
Dorking Town Area Action Plan, if the land at Federated
House id developed for residential. This would be as part of
the development and likely to be secured through S106
contributions.
Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified. However the
Mole Valley Stations are part of a wider rail network.
• Private Operators
• CIL
• S106

Transport
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal

Bus
Surrey County Council/Private Bus Operators
Goal 4: Transport – “To mange down traffic growth and
encourage more sustainable transport choices by improving
travel options and accessibility”
Sources of
• The Cumulative Assessment of Future Development –
information/Evidence
Impacts on the Highway Network Report 2011
• Surrey County Council -The Surrey Bus Review
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Existing Provision

Phase 3 (Nov 2012)
The local bus service is an important part of the transport
system. Buses across the district provide access to local and
surrounding towns and villages for shopping and leisure
activities and to schools for young people.
Bus service operators in Mole Valley include Arriva, Buses 4U
(East Surrey Rural Transport Partnership) and Metro Bus.
In November 2013 Surrey County Council ran a consultation
The Surrey Bus Review Phase 3.
The aim of the review looks at the whole bus network,
including where people travel to, from and how often. The
outcome is to assess where investment should be focused
and in which locations travel opportunities are needed the
most. The outcome of this consultation is not yet known.
Recently there have been some changes to local services.
This includes the introduction of weekend services in some
locations, later evening timetable and a new bus service. A
new service from Buses 4U has been established in the rural
villages of Newdigate and Leigh.

Some rural areas across the district are still deficient or have
very limited bus services.
Future
The Hi Based on existing provision and the predicted outcome of the
Requirements
Surrey County Council Bus Review there is a need for an
improvement for bus priority schemes and measures to
improve journey reliability.
Cross Boundary
Issues

Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified. However the
bus services throughout the district are joined with Epsom
Borough Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council,
Guildford Borough Council and Horsham District Council.
• Surrey County Council
• Private Operators
• CIL
• S106

Transport
Lead Organisation

Cycling
Surrey County Council/Mole Valley District Council/Mole
Valley Cycling Form
Goal 4: Transport – “To mange down traffic growth and
Core Strategy Goal
encourage more sustainable transport choices by improving
travel options and accessibility”
Sources of
• The Cumulative Assessment of Future Development –
information/Evidence
Impacts on the Highway Network Report 2011
• Consultation with the Mole Valley Cycling Forum.
Existing Provision
The Mole Valley Cycle Forum (MVCF) contributes to the
coordination of cycle improvements in Mole Valley. The
group is supported by officers from Mole Valley District

15

Council and Surrey County Council.
The key routes that MVCF are looking to develop are:
Dorking to Westcott Link
Howard of Effingham approaches
A24 Dorking South
Leatherhead Road/Epsom Road
Linden Pit Path
Therfield School approaches
Leatherhead/Dorking A24 east side maintenance
Waterway Road/Randalls Road

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A strategic cycle network for Mole Valley is the key objective
in order to provide routes between villages and towns in Mole
Valley and link to towns outside of Mole Valley. The Strategic
cycle network will aim to connect the main towns (Dorking
and Leatherhead), housing areas (Ashtead, Bookham and
Fetcham), schools and employment areas, railway stations
and villages (Westcott, Beare Green, Effingham etc)
Improved cycling facilities will also improve the overall safety
of cyclists and a reduction in casualties, which has mainly
been a problem in rural areas.
Surrey County Council continues to promote and increase
road safety as one of its priorities. Safety programmes target
casualty reductions to reduce the number of people who are
fatally or seriously injured on the county’s roads. Speed
enforcement and engineering solutions will apply when
appropriate to high risk routes in the district.
Future
Requirements

A number of schemes have been identified. These are either
new schemes, based on highways safety, improvements to
existing routes or upgrading footpaths to bridleways. This is to
ensure cyclist safety as well as helping promote a sustainable
and healthy environment.
In Surrey two main types of collision have been identified as
the cause of cycling KSI (killed or seriously injured)
casualties. These two types also accounted for a significant
proportion of the increase in cycling KSI casualties1:
•
•

1

No other road user involved or collided with cycling
companion (38 per cent of all cycling KSIs)
Vehicle emerges from 'give way' junction or private
access into path of cyclist (19 per cent of all cycling
KSIs)

Mole Valley Local Committee report 7 June 2012 “Promoting Safe Cycling”
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Within Mole Valley, 39% of cycling casualties occurred in rural
areas, compared to 29% in Surrey as a whole. This is likely
to reflect the growth in leisure cycling and Mole Valley’s
popularity as a leisure cycling destination. Mole Valley is a
popular area for leisure cycling; 24% of all cycling casualties
in Mole Valley occurred on a Sunday, as opposed to 14% for
Surrey as a whole. However, just over one third of casualties,
53 in 2011, occurred in the Bookham – Leatherhead –
Ashtead built-up area, with a further 13 casualties in Dorking.

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

These schemes are identified in Appendix 1.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•
•

Surrey County Council
CIL
S106

.

11.0 Education
11.1

Surrey County Council has a statutory duty to ensure there are sufficient
school places in the county to meet the present and future demand for school
places. Surrey County Council is responsible for ensuring that:
•
•
•

•

Sufficient childcare is available which offers the Early Years free
entitlement;
Sufficient high-quality, maintained school provision is available to
meet the needs of all Surrey children aged 5 – 16;
Sufficient high-quality, maintained school or college provision is
available to meet the needs, learning difficulties and/or disabilities;
and that:
All maintained nurseries, schools and colleges are able to function as
high-quality viable and financially efficient institutions.

11.2

It is the role of the County Council to plan, organise and commission places
for all maintained schools in Surrey in a way that raises standards, manages
rising and declining pupil numbers and creates a diverse school community.

11.3

To inform this need Surrey County Council has prepared a Schools
Organisational Plan. The Plan provides information in the current pattern of
educational provision across the county, forecasts of pupil numbers in future
years by the district, provides information on government regulations,
guidance and policies concerned with these issues and sets out Surrey
County Council’s policy and strategy with respect to school organisation in
Mole Valley.
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Education
Lead
Organisation
Core Strategy
Goal
Sources of
information/Evide
nce
Existing
Provision

Primary Education
Surrey County Council

•

Surrey School Organisation Plan (May 2012)

There are 24 primary age schools in Mole Valley, 2 of which
have nursery provision. There are 4 secondary schools all with
th

post-16 provision. There is no 6 form or HE/FE colleges in the
district which is primarily served by East Surrey and Reigate
colleges in the adjacent borough. There are three Special
Schools in the district but short stay provision is located in
adjacent areas.
Mole Valley is made up of 6 individual primary planning areas as
identified in the map. Each primary age school is allocated to
one of these planning areas and projections of need for primary
school places are made based on the transfer rates of the
number of births in each planning area compared to the number
of reception year pupils there are 4 years later.
Given its geographical nature, Mole Valley is split into two
secondary planning areas. This means that the need for
secondary places is estimated for the north of the District
(Therfield and St Andrews) as well as in the centre and south
(The Ashcombe and The Priory) rather than across the District as
a whole.

The table below estimates (as at November 2011) the number of
pupils that will require a reception place in a primary school in
Mole Valley from 2012 – 2021. This is compared with the total
number of available places in Mole Valley in the future (the
PAN). The ‘spare’ places refer to the projected demand
compared with the total number of available places.

Yea
r
201
2
201
3
201
4
201
5
201
6
201

PA
N

Pupils
in
Recepti
on Year

Spare
Recepti
on
places

Total
Place
s

900

827

73

6063

900

830

70

6063

900

829

71

6063

900

822

78

6063

900
900

816
824

84
76

6063
6063
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Tot
al
NO
R
558
5
563
8
562
9
562
1
560
7
560

Surpl
us
Place
s

%
Surpl
us
Place
s

478

7.9

425

7

434

7.2

442

7.3

456
459

7.5
7.6

7
201
8
201
9
202
0
202
1

Future
Requirements

900

823

77

6063

900

816

84

6063

900

825

75

6063

900

828

72

6063

4
556
9
555
6
554
9
554
9

494

8.1

507

8.4

514

8.5

514

8.5

The Plan forecasts indicate that there will be sufficient places in
the district for the foreseeable future. This masks considerable
variation across the district. To the south considerable spare
capacity exists and this is forecast to continue for the Plan
period. To the North of the district in Ashtead and Leatherhead
planning area pressure in places is much greater.
Two additional forms of entry were provided at The Greville
Primary School and West Ashtead Primary School. Thiese
additional places relates both to an increase in local demand but
also the reduction in the spare capacity in the neighbouring
borough of Epsom and Ewell. Should the 2012 numbers be
repeated in this area additional permanent school provision
would need to be considered.
Reviews of provision have recently taken place in the Bookham
and Fetcham planning area and are closely aligned to the
forecast demand over the planning period.

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of
Funding

Education
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal
Sources of
information/Eviden
ce
Existing Provision

The number of places in the Bookham and Fetcham planning
area is closely aligned to the forecast demand over the planning
period.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
Surrey County Council
CIL

•
•

Secondary Education
Surrey County Council
•

Surrey School Organisation Plan (May 2012)

Existing Provision: please see above – Primary Education
Surrey County Council estimates of the future need for
secondary places is based on taking the historic transfer ratio
from Year 6 to Year 7 in the District, and applying this to the
estimated numbers for future Year 6 cohorts. Although the
transfer ratio dropped significantly in 2006/7 since then it has
remained very stable. The past ratios are as follows:
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Year 6

Year 6

2008 to 2009
2009 to 2010
2010 to 2011
Average

761
771
753

Year 7

Transfer ratio

739
748
683

0.97
0.97
0.91
0.95

Based on the transfer ratios presented above, the table below
estimates (as at November 2010) the number of pupils that will
require a secondary school place in Mole Valley from 2011 –
2020. This is compared with the total number of available
places in Mole Valley in the future (the PAN). The ‘spare’
places refer to the projected demand compared with the total
number of available places.

Yea
r
201
2
201
3
201
4
201
5
201
6
201
7
201
8
201
9
202
0
202
1

Future
Requirements

PA
N

Pupil
s in
Year
7

Spare
Year
7
place
s

Tota
l
NOR

11-16
Place
s

Surplu
s
Places

%
Surplu
s
Places

750

656

94

3596

3750

154

4.1

750

697

53

3509

3750

241

6.4

750

736

14

3511

3750

239

6.4

750

731

19

3490

3750

260

6.9

750

723

27

3518

3750

232

6.2

750

726

24

3579

3750

171

4.6

750

755

-5

3631

3750

119

3.2

750

727

23

3623

3750

127

3.4

750

728

22

3619

3750

131

3.5

750

726

24

3621

3750

129

3.4

On the basis of the projected number of pupils entering Year 7
in Mole Valley and the numbers on roll, Surrey County Council
would not expect to increase provision for the foreseeable
future. The district as a whole is projected to maintain a small
surplus of secondary places over the next 10 years. Secondary
places are tight in the Dorking area and after a dip in numbers
a shortage is projected. Pressure on secondary places in the
Leatherhead area is lower than it might be, as a number of
residents of this area, particularly in Fetcham and Bookham
area, apply for secondary school places in the adjacent
Effingham and Guildford Borough.
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Cross Boundary
Issues

Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified through the
Surrey School Organisational Plan, However the Bookham
Neighbourhood Forum have identified cross boundary issue
with the Howard of Effingham School.
• Surrey County Council
• CIL

12.0 Health
Health
Lead Organisation

Primary Care
NHS
NHS Commissioning Board (post March 2013)
Goal 8 – Infrastructure Provision “To ensure the efficient
Core Strategy Goal
use of existing infrastructure, a reduction in demand on
infrastructure by promoting behavioural change and ensuring
the delivery of additional capacity by extending or providing
new infrastructure”
Sources of
• Responses from consultation with infrastructure
information/Evidence
providers.
Existing Provision
Local GP provision is managed, at present, by Primary Care
Trusts (PCTs). PCTs commission local services to respond to
the needs of the community. From April 2013 the NHS
Commissioning Board will be established to take over this
responsibility. This will work through national, regional and
local area teams currently being established.
There are 15 GP surgeries across the District:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Ashlea Medical Practice, Leatherhead
Dr T F Guilder, Westcott
Drs Chappell R & Thompson JR, Dorking
Eastwick Park Medical Practice, Leatherhead
Linden House Surgery, Leatherhead
New House Surgey, Dorking
The Medical Centre, Leatherhead
The Molebridge Practice, Leatherhead
Fairfield Medical Centre, Great Bookham
Dr Monella & Partner, Dorking
The Brockham Medical Practice, Brookham
Dr Gj Blockey & Partners, South Holmwood
The Leith Hill Practice, Capel
Gilbert House, Ashtead
DT Pj Cooper & Partners, Ashtead

There are around 16 dental surgeries across the district that
take both NHS and private patients.
Future
Requirements

It is up to the practice to determine whether they consider that
their patient numbers are too great and decide which course
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of action they wish to pursue.
If however, the practice is considering that they want to close
their list this is only permissible with approval from the PCT.
This responsibility will transfer from 2013 to the National
Commissioning Board.
As part of the consultation on preparing the IDP GP surgeries
across the district were contacted to find out if there would be
any capacity issues as a result of an increased population
from new development. From the response received, no
capacity issues were identified across the district. Awaiting a
response from Bookham.

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified, but both GP
and dental surgeries have patients from outside of the district.
• Surrey County Council
• Private Operators
• CIL
• S106

13.0 Communities
Communities
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal

Play Facilities
Mole Valley District Council
Surrey County Council
Goal 6 – Recreation “To safeguard and ensure provision of
sufficient land and facilities for open space, sport and
recreation to meet current and future requirements”

Sources of
• PPG 17 Assessment
information/Evidence
• Making Play Matter in Mole Valley 2007 - 2012
Existing Provision
The importance and benefits of open space, sport and
recreation facilities have been widely documents. The NPPF
paragraph 73 states that ‘access to high quality open spaces
and opportunities for sport and recreation can make an
important contribution to the health and well-being of
communities. Planning policies should be based on robust
and up-to-date assessments of the needs for open space,
sports and recreation facilities and opportunities for new
provision. The assessments should identify specific needs
and qualitative and quantitative deficits or surpluses of open
space, sport and recreational facilities in the local areas.
Information gained from the assessment should be used to
determine what open space, sports and recreational provision
is required” (NPPF, para 73)
The PPG 17 Assessment of open space, sport and recreation
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facilities in Mole Valley District sets out the provision and
future needs for these facilities across the district. The
purpose of the assessment was to identify and audit the
quality, quantity and accessibility of existing provision and
help to determine any future requirements.
Please view the PPG17 assessment for current provision.

Future
Requirements

The PPG 17 assessment identified that there was a
deficiency on play provision to the south of Dorking.
The Making Play Matter in Mole Valley 2007 – 2012 identified
that improved were needed to improve the safety of parks
and open spaces across the district, create innovative and
inspiring play and increase the range of play activities on offer
to children across the district.
Increased development across the district will put greater
pressure on existing play facilities, therefore these will need to
be improved where new development arises. This especially
relates to Meadow Bank in Dorking, where the new
development that is identified in the Dorking Town AAP will
impact on the capacity of the current facilities. This also
provides a strategic play space for the area.

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•
•

CIL
S106
Potential Lottery Funding

14.0 Green Infrastructure
Green
infrastructure
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal

Sources of
information/Evidence

Existing Provision

Green Linkages/Important Areas of Green Space
Mole Valley District Council
Surrey County Council
Goal 6 – Recreation “To safeguard and ensure provision of
sufficient land and facilities for open space, sport and
recreation to meet current and future requirements”

• PPG 17 Assessment
• Making Play Matter in Mole Valley 2007 – 2012
• Surrey Hills Management Plan 2013
• Mole Catchment Project Plan
A large proportion of Mole Valley is set within an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Special Area of Conservation, as
well other specific areas of conservation importance.
Green infrastructure is considered very important as it
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promotes health and wellbeing, supports urban regeneration,
supports rural renewal and promotes social inclusion and
community cohesion.
The IDP will identify where new green infrastructure will be
required as a result of new development. The Dorking Town
Area Action Plan identified some areas that were in need of
improvements/enhancements. These were identified through
discussions with the Council’s conservation and heritage
officer and through community consultation. The Surrey Hills
Management Plan, PPG 17 Assessment and River Mole
Project will be used to identify key areas of improvement or
need.
Existing:
Natural & Semi-Natural Greenspace – Audit identified at
least 2,718 ha. The majority of land is owned and managed
by organisations such as The National Trust, Woodlands
Trust and Surrey Wildlife Trust.
Green Corridors – Extensive Public Rights of Way across
the District. More significant routes include: Coach Road –
Brockham, River Lane – Fetcham, New Road – Holmwood.
There are also two long-distance footpaths Greensand Way
and the North Downs Way.
Amenity Greenspace – 58.5ha.
Provision for Children and Young People – 48 sites, a total
of 3.02ha.
Public Parks and Gardens – 12 sites, a total of 48ha.
Outdoor Sports Facilities – 325 sports pitches, plus 3 hard
court areas, 9 outdoor swimming pools and 11 golf courses
(planning permission permitted on another).
Allotments – 17 sites, a total of 21ha.
Civic Spaces – 5 sites.
Indoor Sports Facilities – There is a wide range of sport and
recreation facilities across the District, including health &
fitness suites, sports halls, swimming pools, golf courses,
synthetic turf and grass pitches and indoor bowls. There are
leisure centres in Dorking and Leatherhead offering a range
of sporting activities.

Future
Requirements

Developers will be required to contribute towards the
provision of open space, sport and recreation facilities and
provide facilities on larger development sites.
In addition to this, important areas of greenspace have been
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identified through the Dorking Town Area Action Plan, Surrey
Hills Management Plan and Mole Catchment Project Plan.
These areas are important to the overall greenspace network
and are heavily used by the local community.
Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•
•

CIL
S106
Potential Lottery Funding

15.0 Cemeteries & Crematorium
Communities
Lead Organisation

Cemeteries & Crematorium
Mole Valley District Council
Surrey County Council

Core Strategy Goal
Sources of
information/Evidence
Existing Provision

Mole Valley District Council Cemetery Equalities
Impact Assessment
• PPG 17 Assessment
There are 30 cemeteries and churchyards within the District.
The largest are the Dorking Cemetery and the Randalls Road
Cemetery and Crematorium, Leatherhead. Dorking Cemetery
is the only one owned by the District Council; the others are
either privately owned or owned and managed by Parish
Councils. There is generally a good distribution of cemeteries
and churchyards across the District.
•

There is also Woodland Burial site that was opened at
Dorking Cemetery in the Autumn of 2006. The site is
designed to accommodate over 200 burials.
In many areas cemeteries also provide areas of important
open space and recreational areas.
Increased housing and an increase in population, coupled
with an increasing older population will put greater pressure
on the existing provision.
Future
Requirements

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

The Council prepared an assessment of Cemetery Space in
2012 and has identified that there is a need for more plots,
especially within Dorking. Mole Valley has a high rate of
elderly population.
A potential need has also been identified to provide a
crematorium in the centre of the District.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•

Mole Valley District Council
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•

CIL

16.0 Environmental Improvements
Environmental
Improvements
Lead Organisation

Environmental Improvements

Mole Valley District Council
Surrey County Council
Goal 7 – The impact of Climate Change “To use natural
Core Strategy Goal
resources wisely, reduce emissions that contribute to climate
change and minimise the risk to communities from the effects
of climate change”
Sources of
• PPG 17 Assessment
information/Evidence
• Dorking Town Area Action Plan
• Dorking Town Area Action Plan – Infrastructure
Delivery Plan
Existing Provision
The district has two main town centre locations in Dorking and
Leatherhead. Dorking is characterised by its traditional market
town appearance. It has two supermarkets and a Marks and
Spencer store in the centre of St. Martin’s Walk. There are
also a high percentage of charity shops, cafes and antiques
shops. Parts of the town are in need of environmental
improvements. Many of these are set out in the Dorking Town
Area Action Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan.
Leatherhead provides a number of high street chains as well
as a supermarket in the centre. There is a high percentage of
cafés and restaurants which service the large number of
employees from the local business parks. The characteristic
of Leatherhead town centre is that it services the local
business lunch time economy. There are issues along the
High Street in the evening when it is open to traffic and the
need for overall environmental improvements.

Future
Requirements

There are also local shopping areas in Bookham, Fetcham
and Ashtead. These provide important local parades in the
District containing small convenience shops for local
residents. They often include a number of specialist shops
and traditional food retailers such as butchers, fishmongers
and bakers.
A number of environmental improvement projects have been
identified across the district. The schemes that relate to
Dorking have all been carried forward from the Dorking Town
Area Action Plan Infrastructure Delivery Plan. All other
schemes have been identified through various management
plans where it is anticipated the existing deficiency will get
worse from the impact of new development.
Projects have arisen in a variety of ways. In the town centres
of Dorking and Leatherhead the principal source of projects
has been the town centre healthchecks undertaken by the
community in association with statutory bodies. In the case of
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Dorking, the majority of environmental projects have been
the subject of extensive consultation. An assessment of the
priorities for environmental improvements was contained
within the Dorking Environmental Enhancement Strategy in
1998 and much of this strategy remains relevant.
The Dorking Town Centre Forum has also expressed its
preferences for environmental enhancements in the town. In
Leatherhead, the Leatherhead Area Partnership (LAP)
continues to update its healthcheck in the light of work
completed and changing circumstances. A review of their
work by an external consultant may identify further projects.
In Ashtead, the Residents’ Association and local members
have provided feedback on projects of immediate importance.
A planned community planning process may identify future
projects.
Within the rural areas and those parts of the District within the
Surrey Hills AONB, the principal document guiding investment
is the Surrey Hills Management Plan, which is the result of
consultation with stakeholders.
In some instances, environmental improvements within the
public realm will be on highway land. Priority may be given to
highway-related projects where essential maintenance or
improvement is planned by the County Council.

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

Improve to Leatherhead High Street have also been
identified.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•
•

Surrey County Council
Mole Valley District Council
CIL

17.0 Emergency Services
Emergency
Services
Lead Organisation

Police, Ambulance, Fire and Rescue
Surrey Police
South Coast Ambulance Service NHS Trust
Surrey County Council – Surrey Fire and Rescue

Core Strategy Goal
Sources of
information/Evidence
Surrey Police
Existing Provision
Police Stations are located in Dorking and Leatherhead on
shared sites with other organisations.
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Recently the Police sold their station on Moores Road
Dorking, where there is now planning permission for
residential development.
The Police station in Leatherhead is currently vacant and until
recently was being marketed.
Ambulance Service
Existing ambulance stations are located in Dorking and
Leatherhead.
Surrey Fire and Service
Dorking Fire Station, Spook Hill, North Holmwood: Status –
Wholetime
Leatherhead Fire Station, Cobham Road, Fetcham: Status –
Wholetime

Future
Requirements

No future requirements have been identified, however
through the Dorking Town Area Action Plan the Fire Service
indicated that there is likely to be a review of the Fire Station
at North Holmwood.
There is currently a Surrey wide review of the Fire and
Rescue service.
Discussions will be on-going when specific sites for
development have been identified. This especially relates to
the Police and designing out crime.

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•

Surrey County Council
CIL

18.0 Utilities

Utilities
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal

Energy Supply (Gas & Electric)
UK Power Networks (Formerly EDF)
Southern Gas
Goal 8 – Infrastructure Provision “To ensure the efficient
use of existing infrastructure, a reduction in demand on
infrastructure by promoting behavioural change and ensuring
the delivery of additional capacity by extending or providing
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new infrastructure”
Sources of
information/Evidence
Electricity
Existing Provision
UK Power Networks provide energy for the most of the Mole
Valley area.
Gas

Future
Requirements

Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

Utilities
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal

Southern Gas Networks is responsible for both the
transmission and distribution infrastructure in the whole of
Mole Valley but there are a number of rural areas where
mains gas is not available.
No future requirements have been identified. The companies
that are responsible for energy supplies are normally able to
provide the required infrastructure to serve new development
through exercising their statutory powers and by agreement
with the relevant parties.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•

Surrey County Council
CIL

Waste Water
Thames Water
Goal 8 – Infrastructure Provision “To ensure the efficient
use of existing infrastructure, a reduction in demand on
infrastructure by promoting behavioural change and ensuring
the delivery of additional capacity by extending or providing
new infrastructure”

Sources of
information/Evidence
Existing Provision
The provision of water supply is through three different water
supplies Thames Water, Southern Water and Sutton and East
Surrey.
Thames Water is the statutory sewerage undertaker for most
of Mole Valley District.and the statutory water undertaker for
part of the District. As such they have statutory duty to
maintain an efficient and economic system of water supply
and to provide, improve and extend the public sewerage
system, to cleanse and maintain public sewers and to ensure
that the area covered by Thames Water is effectually drained.
Future
Requirements

Strategic infrastructure is ordinarily funded through the Asset
Management Planning (AMP) funding process whereby
Thames Water is funded in five yearly periods, through
approval of a business plan submission by OFWAT. The
AMP funding process determines the level at which customer
bills need to be set and/or increased to pay for the

29

infrastructure to be provided during the relevant AMP funding
period.
Thames Water provides essential water supply and waste
treatment infrastructure that is required to support
development and growth and to deliver environmental
improvements.
For more local (i.e. non-strategic) infrastructure that is
required to provide for specific development proposals,
depending on the nature of new development proposed and
the nature of the new infrastructure required to support it,
funding, or contributions towards funding, could potentially
come from developers through the CIL in addition to the usual
route via OFWAT approval through the AMP process.
Due to the complexities of water and sewerage networks it is
very difficult for Thames Water to identify infrastructure needs
without knowing the exact location, scale and phasing of the
development proposed. Hhowever it is likely that local
network upgrades will be necessary to support development
within the Mole Valley District.
Thames Water responded to the consultation. They could not
identify any specific needs until specific locations have been
identified.
Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•

Surrey County Council
CIL

19.0 Flood Infrastructure
Flood
Infrastructure
Lead Organisation

Core Strategy Goal

Sources of
information/Evidence

Existing Provision

Flood Infrastructure
Environment Agency
Mole Valley District Council
Surrey County Council
Goal 7 – The impact of Climate Change “To use natural
resources wisely, reduce emissions that contribute to climate
change and minimise the risk of communities from the effects
of climate change”
• Surrey Draft Flood Risk Management Strategy
(recent consultation on the draft strategy November 2012 –
awaiting final strategy)
The Government has recently given local
authorities new powers to help manage local
flood risk in a more coordinated way. These new
responsibilities relate primarily to ‘local’ flood
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risk, namely from surface water, groundwater
and ordinary watercourses (smaller rivers,
streams and ditches). Flood risk from all other
rivers (known as main rivers) remains the
responsibility of the Environment Agency.
Surrey County Council now has a statutory duty
to produce a strategy. The Surrey Local Flood Risk
Management Strategy:
• Explains how partners are working together to
reduce flood risk.
• Provides an overview of the ongoing flood risk
management work underway across Surrey.
• Outlines which organisations are responsible for
different types of flooding to ensure a common
understanding of roles, responsibilities and
priorities within the county.
There are different types of flooding:
•
•
•
•
•

Fluvial
Surface Water Flooding
Groundwater Flooding
Reservoir, dam or canal breach
Sewer flooding

River Mole Flood Risk Strategy Study, Environment
Agency
The study considered the issue of fluvial flooding in the River
Mole catchment and made recommendations, including
feasibility studies, to reduce the level of flood risk in the
Middle Mole.

Future
Requirements
Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

Many of these recommendations were incorporated into the
Mole Valley strategic flood risk assessment. The Upper Mole
flood alleviation scheme is underway and will provide an
improved level of flood protection to the people of Crawley,
Horley, and to Gatwick Airport.
Potential improvement along the river Mole.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•

Surrey County Council
CIL

20.0 Waste and Recycling
Waste
Lead Organisation
Core Strategy Goal

Waste and Recycling
Surrey CC, MVDC
Goal 8 – Infrastructure Provision “To ensure the efficient
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use of existing infrastructure, a reduction in demand on
infrastructure by promoting behavioural change and ensuring
the delivery of additional capacity by extending or providing
new infrastructure”
• Mole Valley Waste Management Plan

Sources of
information/Evidence
Existing Provision
Surrey County Council is the waste planning and disposal
authority while the collection of household waste and
recycling is handled by Mole Valley District Council via their
contractor, Biffa. This includes refuse collection, recycling
and managing waste across the district. The target for waste
collection and recycle is set out in the Council’s waste
management plan.
The Council has two waste and recycling facilities:

Future
Requirements
Cross Boundary
Issues
Sources of Funding

• Randalls Road, Leatherhead
• Ranmore Road, Dorking
This provision can continue to be provided through the
Council’s income budget from Council Tax.
No cross boundary issues have been identified.
•
•
•

Surrey County Council
Mole Valley District Council
CIL
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Appendix 1
Infrastructure Delivery Plan – Schedule of Schemes
Highways/Transport
The infrastructure transport need has been prepared with key partners such as Surrey County Council who are the Highway Authority. Some of
the schemes are designed to address existing issues that could be made worse by an increase in development and growth in population. They
have not already been implemented as funding has previously not been available.

Highway Improvements
Scheme
Ashtead
Providing an extended
lay-by on common
land footpath at
Woodfield Lane –
Ashtead.

Dorking
Two way traffic along
Junction Road. The
southern end of
junction road to the
Waitrose Store.

Evidence

Scheme Purpose /
Phasing

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements

Highways update,
Mole Valley Local
Committee

Improve access to the
station, reduce
congestion

Surrey County Council

S106

£50,000

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy:

Carried forward to
2012/2013

Common land issues
need to be resolved.
Scheme will be
included in public
consultation.

Option Testing Report
– Update

Reduce congestion in
Dorking town centre.

Surrey County Council
/ Waitrose

Developer funding

Unknown – to be
developer funded.

This scheme will only
come forward when
the new Waitrose has
been constructed.

Summer 2013
Dorking Town Model
(July 2011)
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Scheme

Re-alignment of
Vincent Lane with
increased pedestrian
footways.

A24 Deepdene
Avenue

Signalisation of Mill
Lane Junction on the
High Street

Dorking Town Centre

Evidence
Dorking Town AAP
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan: 2012
Option Testing Report
– Update
Dorking Town Model
(July 2011)

Scheme Purpose /
Phasing

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements

Improve pedestrian
access to the town
centre.

Surrey County Council

Developer funding

Unknown

The Lidl development
related to this scheme
has been permitted
and therefore this
scheme will be
considered and
funded through
developer
contributions.

Surrey County Council

Local Committee
Integrated Transport
Scheme budget

£20,000

Surrey County Council

Developer funding

Unknown

Land at the rear of St.
Martin’s Walk is
allocated in the
Dorking Town AAP for
a new convenience
store. As part of any
new development the
junction of Mill Lane
would need to be
signalised to cope
with the increased
amount of traffic that
would be travelling
down Mill Lane.

£2.4 million

Scheme to improve

5 – 10 years

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy:
Dorking Town Area
Action Plan –
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan: 2012

Safety measures
(speed limit reduction,
lighting improvements
etc)

(the need for
signalisation on this
junction is identified in
Policy DT 3 of the
Dorking Town Area
Action Plan: 2012)

A full transport
assessment would
need to be prepared
as part of a planning
application.

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy:
Surrey County Council

1 – 5 years
To improve vehicle
flow if the site to the
rear of St Martin’s
Walk is developed.

2018

Surrey County Council
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Scheme

Evidence

Traffic Management
Measures

– Major Schemes
Programme

Cycle and Pedestrian Facilities
A24 Southbound
Dorking Town Area
Route (Dorking –
Action Plan –
Beare Green)
Infrastructure Delivery
Plan: 2012

Scheme Purpose /
Phasing

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements
traffic and pedestrian
flow and network
performance in
Dorking Town Centre.

Surrey County Council

Developer funding

£85,000

No funding identified.

Surrey County Council

Developer funding

£1 million

A bus review is
currently ongoing and
the results will inform
this list.

Surrey County Council

S106

£ 500,000

Dependent on
development coming
forward.

Delivery
Requirements

Improve traffic and
pedestrian flow due to
an increase in
development from the
Dorking Town Area
Action Plan (AAP):
2012.
Improve cycle
accessibility and
encourage use of
sustainable modes of
transport.
1 - 5 years

Passenger Transport
Bus priority schemes
and measures to
improve journey
reliability.

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy:
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.

Improve reliability and
access for passenger
transport.

Scheme

Evidence

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Bookham
Guildford Road,
Bookham – Lower
Shott to Hawkwood
Rise

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in

Improve cycle and
pedestrian
accessibility

Surrey County Council

Developer
contributions

£40,000

Bus facility
improvements at
Leatherhead station

1 – 5 years
Integrate transport
modes
Carried forward to
2012/2013

£15,000
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Scheme

Toucan crossing
adjacent to
Hawkwood Rise
Provide a new cycle
path through wide
wooded verge on
south side of Guildford
Road
High Street/East
Street, Bookham

Guildford Rd,
Bookham – Lower
Shott to Hawkwood
6
Rise :

Guildford Rd Hawkwood Rise to
6
Effingham :
The north side
pavement should be
widened and
converted to dual
cyclist/pedestrian use.
Fetcham
A246 Young Street,
Fetcham

Evidence
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing
Cycle safety

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements

Surrey County Council

Local Committee
Integrated Transport
Schemes budget

£20,000

With the Surrey
County Council
Design Team to
develop options

Surrey County Council

Developer
Contributions

£40,000

Surrey County Council

Developer
Contributions

£10,000

1 – 5 years

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.

Highways update –
Mole Valley Local
Committee (07/06/12)

Measures to address
speed, congestion
and HGV’s
2012/2013
Improve cycle and
pedestrian
accessibility
1-5 years
Improve cycle and
pedestrian
accessibility
1-5 years

Pedestrian Crossing

Surrey County
Council

Draft 2012: Technical
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Local Committee
Integrated Transport
Scheme budget

£5,000

With Surrey County
Council design team.

Scheme

Pedestrian crossing
near Fetcham village
infants school, School
Lane, Cobham Road,

A246 Young Street,
3
Fetcham

Pedestrian crossing
near Fetcham Village
Infants school, School
Lane, Cobham Road,
Fetcham
Leatherhead
Leatherhead Gyratory
Highway works in Bull
Hill and its junction
with Randalls Road
and Kingston Road to
allow for two-way
traffic between the
junction and Leret
Way

Evidence
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy:
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy:

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Pedestrian Crossing

Surrey County
Council

Local Committee
integrated Transport
Scheme budget

£10,000

With Surrey County
Council design team.

Pedestrian/Cycle/Equ
estrian crossing

Surrey County
Council

Feasibility only 2012/13.

£5,000

With Design Team.

Pedestrian Crossing

Surrey County
Council

Feasibility undertaken

£10,000

With Design Team

Feasibility undertaken

Provide a more direct
route from North
Street and Leret Way
to Kingston Road,
avoiding much of the
gyratory traffic system
with consequent relief
to those other parts of
the gyratory system.

LTP
funding/developer
contributions

1 – 5 years
3

Source of Funding

Highways update, Mole Valley Local Committee held on 07/06/12
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Estimated Cost

Unknown

Delivery
Requirements

Scheme

Evidence

A245 Woodlands
Road/Randalls
Road/Oaklawn Road

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.
Surrey County Council
– Major Schemes
Programme.

Wider Network
Benefits Package,
Leatherhead

Parking Measures
Improved short term
parking facilities

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy.
Mole Valley Parking
Strategy

Provide adequate
short stay parking for
town and village
centres
Pedestrian and Cycling facilities
Cycle facilities along
Mole Valley highways

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing
Speed limit reduction
to 30mph

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact
Surrey County Council

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Local Committee
Integrated Transport
Schemes budget

£5,000

2012/2013

2015 – 2019

Surrey County Council

£2 million

The proposal is to
expand and upgrade
SCC’s traffic
management
capability to enable
congestion and road
safety to be managed
with increased
resilience and more
effectively countywide. Work would
focus on improving
management of the
network in the west
and southwest of the
county.
Increase access to
shops on the High
Street, economic
boost to High Street.
1 – 2 years
Consider need for
additional parking as a
result of the use of
existing sites

Surrey County Council

LTP
funding/developer
contributions.

Mole Valley DC

Improve cycle

Unknown

LTP funding
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Unknown

£10,000

Delivery
Requirements
With the Surrey
County Council
Design Team to
develop options.

Expansion and
development of SCC’s
Network Management
and Information
Centre.

Scheme

Evidence

waterway
Road/Station Road

schemes – end of
year update Mole
Valley Local
Committee.
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy

Leatherhead Gyratory
Crossing facility to
and from Red House
Grounds at the
Gyratory Traffic
System
Leatherhead Gyratory
Toucan crossing over
Waterway road and
an off-road cycle lane
in front of the
Waterworks building
and along the east
side if Guildford Road
and into the leisure
centre access road.
Leatherhead Gyratory
Construct a cycle lane
along Station Road,
following demolition of
old Station building,
giving extra road
space.
Widen Linden Pit
footpath and legalise
its use by cyclists.

Improve safety of

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing
accessibility to the
town centre.
1 – 2 years
Improve cycle
accessibility

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Surrey County Council

LTP
funding/developer
contributions

£40,000

Surrey County Council

LTP
funding/developer
contributions

£40,000

Surrey County Council

LTP
funding/Developer
contributions

£25,000

1 – 5 years

Mole Valley highways
schemes - end of
year update Mole
Valley Local
Committee

Improve cycle and
pedestrian
accessibility

Draft 2012 Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy

Improve cycle
accessibility

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy
Draft 2012: Technical

Improve cycle
accessibility

Surrey County Council

Developer
contributions

£10,000

Safety

Surrey County Council

Developer

£20,000

1 – 5 years

1 – 5 years
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Delivery
Requirements

Scheme

Evidence

Plough roundabout for
cyclists as well as
pedestrians and
vehicle drivers.

Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy

Randalls Road –
Cleeve Road to River
Lane road widening.
Pedestrian phase to
traffic lights at Cleeve
Road.
Kingston Road –
6
Dilston Road
Roundabout:
Provide an alternative
route for cyclists
Rural Areas
Coles Lane, Ockley

Smalls Hill Road,
Leigh

A24 Capel to Surrey
boundary Corridor
Improvements
6

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements

contributions
1 – 5 years

Improve cycle and
pedestrian
accessibility

Surrey County Council

Developer
contributions

£50,000

Surrey County Council

Developer
contributions

£10,000

1 – 5 years

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy

Improve cycle
accessibility

Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy
Draft 2012: Technical
Note: Transport
Measures to support
growth identified in
Mole Valley Core
Strategy
Surrey County
Council – Major
Schemes Programme

Extension of existing
40mph speed limit

Surrey County
Council

Local Committee
Integrated Transport
Schemes budget

£10,000

Measures to address
speed on bend by
North Lodge

Surrey County
Council

Local Committee
Integrated Transport
Schemes budget

£10,000

Area Team to carry out
investigation.

2018

Surrey County
Council

£ 2 million

A safety scheme to
improve Clark’s Green
roundabout and

1-5 years

The scheme

(construction costs)

Cycling in Leatherhead, Mole Valley Cycle Forum (2001) http://www.mvcf.org.uk/LheadReport/report.php
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Scheme

A24 Clarkes Green to
Holmwood

Evidence

Surrey County
Council – Major
Schemes Programme

Scheme
Purpose/Phasing
comprises a package
of improvements to be
delivered due to a
high frequency of
Personal Injury along
this stretch of the A24.
- Improve road safety
for all users.
- Improve traffic flow
journey time reliability.
2019

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Surrey County
Council

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

£3.6 million

Delivery
Requirements
Clockhouse Bends;
carriageway
widening/realignment.

To be investigated:
Road safety
improvements including
gap closures, enhanced
access and
arrangements,
improved visibility,
signing and road
markings.
New and improved
roundabouts

Total
£12,040,000
Note: The total figure does not include those schemes where there is not an estimated cost.

Town Centre Improvements
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Scheme
Dorking
Improve links from St.
Martin’s Walk car park
to Meadowbank

Evidence

Scheme Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Dorking Town Area
Action Plan –
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012

Improve
accessibility in the
town centre.

Mole Valley District Council /
Developer of land to the rear of
St. Martin’s Walk

Unknown –
developer funded

Mole Valley District Council

Developer funding

Unknown

Developer funding

Unknown

Developer funding

£1 million

1 – 5 years
Footpath from the High
Street linking to St.
Martin’s Church
(adjacent to Barclay’s
Bank)

Dorking Town AAP
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012

High Street

Dorking Town Area
Action Plan –
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012

Footway upgrading in
natural stone.

Improve pedestrian
accessibility in the
town centre.
This proposal
would be delivered
when funding
becomes available
or through S106
agreements.
Improve pedestrian
accessibility in the
town centre.
On-going works

South Street
Enhanced pedestrian
facilities and
environmental

Dorking Town Area
Action Plan –
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012

Improve pedestrian
accessibility in the
town centre.

Surrey County Council/Waitrose

Improve cycle
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Delivery
Requirements
The proposal would
be delivered if
development of land
to the rear of St
Martin’s Walk takes
place.
If a scheme is
developed at the
rear of St. Martin’s
Walk takes place.

Currently there is no
funding available. If
improvements are
not made the natural
stone could continue
to deteriorate.
Contributions from
developments within
the town will be
pooled in line with
the current Planning
Infrastructure
Contributions
scheme or any
future CIL.
This scheme is
being progressed
over time and
changes will be
made to pedestrian

Scheme

Evidence

improvements –
including crossing
facilities, cycle parking
and footway resurfacing

Scheme Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

accessibility and
facilities to
encourage more
cycling to the town
centre.
0 – 5 years

If further funding
does not become
available the area
will remain as it is,
however footpaths
may deteriorate.

Parts of South
Street Gardens has
already been
improved.

Urban De-cluttering
Projects – programme
of reducing and
rationalising highway
signage within the
towns and villages of
Mole Valley
Dorking West Street –
environmental
improvements to
include: project to
resurface footways and
realign kerbs along this
historic street and
facilitate pedestrian
movement.

Work proceeding on
the basis of DoT
Traffic Advisory
Leaflet 01/13

1-5 years

SCC/MVDC/Private
Owners/Amenity Societies or
Residents’ Associations

£40,000 – money
identified for one
further project but
not for any
subsequent work.

Dorking Town AAP:
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012

1-10 years

MVDC/SCC/Businesses

£2 million – about
£50,000 identified
through developer
contributions.

Based on the
Dorking
Environmental
Enhancement
Strategy

Delivery
Requirements
crossings as a result
of the Waitrose
development. Some
improvements will
shortly be made to
parts of South Street
Gardens.

Improvements to
West Street will be
phased. £50,00
has already been
identified for the
first phase and
work is likely to
commence in year
1 of this Plan.
Funding has not
been identified for
the reminder of the
cost and therefore
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Funding has already
been confirmed for
the first phase of
improvements.

Scheme

Evidence

Scheme Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

later phases will be
implemented when
funding from the
CIL or alternative
funding is
identified.

Dorking Conservation
Area footway
enhancements and the
High Street – a
programme of replacing
existing surfaces with
York stone paving in
High Street and South
Street. West Street is a
separate project
South Street Gardens
Enhancement, Dorking
– replacing the current
rockery gardens and
continuing the phases
of improvements
undertaken in 2011

Improvements at 217
High Street, Dorking –
enhancement of public
forecourt to create
public open space

Based on the
Dorking
Environmental
Enhancement
Strategy

Improve safety for
pedestrians and
cyclists in the town
centre.
5-10 years

SCC/MVDC

£1 million

5-10 years

MVDC/SCC/Private owner

£250,000

5-10 years

MVDC/SCC/Private owner

£150,000

Dorking Town AAP
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012
Based on urban
design work
undertaken by
Chris Blandford
Associates
Dorking Town AAP
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012
Dorking
Environmental
Enhancement
Strategy and
designs by Chris
Blandford
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Delivery
Requirements

Scheme

Evidence

Scheme Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

2-8 years

St Martin’s
PCC/MVDC/SCC/Property
Owners

1-10 years

SCC/MVDC

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Associates

Dorking Churchyard – a
programme of works to
restore elements of the
churchyard including
lighting, seating and
railings. The project
would extend to St
Martin’s passage to
provide a more
appealing approach
from High Street
including surfacing and
treatment to the
flanking buildings
Leatherhead
High Street/Church
Street Leatherhead

Dorking Town AAP
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012
Dorking
Environmental
Enhancement
Strategy

£300,000

Dorking Town AAP
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012

Dorking Town Area
Action Plan –
Infrastructure
Delivery Plan: 2012
Poor performance
of street functionally
and economically.
Support from
landowners. Need
to provide better
entry point into
pedestrian zone
and enhance the
currently
anonymous
entrance to The

Developer
funded/existing
S106

This work is likely
to be phased
dependent on
when the full
amount of funding
is available.
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£2 million – of this
amount £350,000
of S106 funding
has been
earmarked

Delivery
Requirements

Scheme

Thorncroft Drive

Evidence
Theatre, which also
needs commercial
support.
SNCI subject to
pressure from
vehicle movements.
Major entry for
walkers into the
Surrey Hills from
Leatherhead.
Surfacing,
boundaries and
verge management
required.

Scheme Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

3-5 years

MVDC

Surrey Hills
AONB/SCC

£250,000

5-10 years

SCC/MVDC

Developer
contributions

£800,000

Surrey Hills
Management Plan:
2012
Ashtead
The Street:: resurfacing
of principal shopping
streets with quality
paving

Physical
deterioration of
existing surfaces
and need to support
the commercial
viability of the
village centre by
creating an
attractive
environment.

Total

£7,790,000

Note: The total figure does not include those schemes where there is not an estimated cost
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Delivery
Requirements

Green Infrastructure
Scheme
District Wide
Allotments – when the population
of Dorking, Leatherhead,
Bookham and Ashtead increase
as expected due to additional
homes being built, it is unlikely
that the current provision of
allotments will be sufficient to
meet additional demand.
Parish Playgrounds – additional
play areas needed for many of
the rural parishes.
Surrey Hills Board Projects – a
variety of projects for the area
within the Surrey Hills AONB
from de-cluttering of the country
lanes to view creation. Funding
would be specifically for Mole
Valley projects.
The additional development will
create further pressure on the
Surrey Hills Area and mitigation
measures may be required.

Evidence

Scheme
Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Mole Valley PPG17
Assessment

0 – 10 years

Mole Valley District Council and
Local Parish Councils.

Unknown

Mole Valley PPG 17
Assessment and
Play Strategy

0-5 years

Mole Valley District Council and
Local Parish Councils.

Unknown

Project justification
set out in the Surrey
Hills Management
Plan, which is a
statutory document.
Additional funding
would enable a
programme of work
on the management
of SNCI’s to be
started. Survey’s as
part of NI197
indicates that many
are unmanaged and
deteriorating.

1-10 years

Surrey Hills Board/MVDC/SCC

£50,000

The additional
development will
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Source of
Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements

The scheme will be
progressed when
funding becomes
available.

Scheme

Evidence

Scheme
Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Source of
Funding

Estimated Cost

Catchment
Management Plan
pending for River
Mole Catchment.
Project would extend
the work undertaken
in Ashtead Common
and Rye Meadows to
provide a more
natural channel for
the Rye Brook,
alleviating flooding
and creating wildlife
habitats. Project
would include
contributions to the
restoration of Teazle
Wood, recently part
purchased as a
community
woodland.

Teazle Wood
1-3 years
Rye Meadows
1-3 years
Rye Brook 5-10
years

SCC/EA/Community Interest
Group/MVDC/Lower Mole Project

Initially £100,000
to complete the
purchase of the
woodland and an
initial £50,000
investment funds
to generate
income to restore
and manage the
woodland.
£10,000 for works
to The Rye
Meadows
£250,000 for
further works to
the Rye channel. –
Some grant aid
provided through
Woodland Trust
but none of the
additional funding
suggested above
is available
currently.

Visual impact of the
car park is poor and
improvements would
reduce the pressure

3-7 years

SCC/SWF/ MVDC

£200,000

create further
pressure on the
Surrey Hills Area
and mitigation
measures may be
required.
Ashtead
Rye Brook Enhancements

Fetcham
Young Street Car Park, Norbury
Park: visual enhancements,
including improvements to the
picnic site.
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Delivery
Requirements

Scheme

Evidence

Scheme
Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

1-10 years

GGP/Sussex Wildlife
Trust/MVDC/landowners

Source of
Funding

Estimated Cost

on the Bockett’s farm
car park.
Surrey Hills
Management Plan:
2012
Likely to result in
more visitor
pressure.
Charlwood/Hookwood
Countryside Management
Projects (Gatwick Greenspace
Partnership) – a programme of
environmental improvements in
the southern part of the District
from rights of way improvements
to habitat recreation. Pond
restoration etc.

GGP work to a
business plan and
programme
approved annually
buy partners.
Emphasis is on
urban fringe
management
adjacent to built up
areas and Gatwick
airport where
pressure on the
countryside and
natural areas of
value. Additional
funding would
enable a programme
of work on the
management of
SNCI’s to be started.
Survey’s as part of
NI197 indicates that
many are
unmanaged and
deteriorating.
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£50,000 – some
work already
being supported
by contributions
from landowners,
lottery funds and
other grants, but
additional work
and the
continuation of
existing
programmes not
funded.

Delivery
Requirements

Scheme

Evidence

Scheme
Purpose

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact

Mole Valley District
Council Cemetery
Equalities Impact
Assessment

Current burial
space is
expected to
end within 4 – 5
years.

Mole Valley PPG 17
Assessment –
identified deficient
facilities in locality.

0 – 5 years

Source of
Funding

Estimated Cost

Delivery
Requirements

Mole Valley District
Council/Private Operator?

The cemetery
would be
£300,000 plus the
additional cost of
purchasing the
land and
professional fees.

This scheme will be
progressed when
suitable land
becomes available
to buy. The
purchase cost is
dependent on the
location of the site.

Mole Valley District Council

£75,000 (including
groundworks,
fencing and
equipment)

The scheme will be
progressed when
funding becomes
available.

Help to mitigate
development.
Gatwick Greenspace
Partnerships
Dorking
New Cemetery and multi faith
burial site.
A Crematorium is also being
considered.
The location is currently
negotiable, however the ideal
location would be the former
nursery site opposite Dorking
Cemetery as existing facilities
could be used to cater for a new
burial area. This would
maximise the use of its existing
facilities.
Dorking South Play Area
New playground to be located in
west or south west of the town.
Area near Sondes Place is a
feasible site.

Pedestrian bridge over the A24,
linking east and west sections of
the A24 (Greensand way
footpath east and west of the
A24).
Leatherhead
River Mole Corridor – awaiting

SCC

Evidence provided

5-15 years

EA/private
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£1m – no funding

Scheme

Evidence

conclusions of the River Mole
Catchment Management Plan
but would include measures to
control invasive species/water
quality
improvements/replacement of
weir at Thorncroft/management
of the river islands/improvement
of the Pippbrook channel through
Meadowbank.
Countryside Management
Projects (Lower Mole Project) –
variety of small scale projects in
the north of Mole Valley coordinated by the LMCMP from
the Living Woodlands Project to
Rye Brook Meadows.

by measures of
water quality/fish
stocks/ecological
assessment and
visual surveys of
invasive species.

The work is based
on a business plan
that identifies
priorities for
management of the
urban fringe and
protection of the
Green Belt. With
greater development
pressure, the
management of land
on the edge of the
built-up areas
becomes more
important.

Scheme
Purpose

1-10 years

Lead Delivery Agency &
Contact
landowners/MVDC/Thames
Water/Lower Mole Project

Lower Mole Countryside
Management Project/MVDC/SWT
and Private Landowners

Source of
Funding

Estimated Cost
identified so far

£50,000 – some
lottery funding
identifies in the
short term but the
budgets are
modest and
additional funding
required for
project work and
to support
volunteers.

Lower Mole Project
Total:

£ 1,635,000

Note: The total figure does not include those schemes where there is not an estimated cost

Education Needs
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Delivery
Requirements

Scheme
Ashtead
Greville School,
Ashtead
West Ashtead Primary
School

Evidence

School Organisational
Plan Surrey, May
2012
School Organisational
Plan Surrey, May
2012

Scheme Purpose

Lead Delivery
Agency & Contact

Source of Funding

Estimated Cost

Surrey County Council

Unknown

Surrey County Council

Unknown

Total

Delivery
Requirements

£ Unknown

Conclusion

Total Cost of infrastructure: £ 21,465,000
The total cost of infrastructure is likely to be significantly higher as the cost of a number of schemes is currently unknown. The IDP will be kept under review and updated as
more details of the schemes and their costs become known.

Appendix 2

Relevant Studies
Document

Date

52

Catchment Management Plan pending for River Mole Catchment
Conservation Plan prepared for the Council by Broadway Malayan
Dorking Enhancement and Environmental Strategy
Dorking Town Area Action Plan – Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Lower Mole Projects
Making Play Matter in Mole Valley
Mole Valley District Council Cemetery Equalities Impact Assessment
Play Strategy – Mole Valley District Council
PPG 17 Assessment – Mole Valley District Council
Restoration and Management Plan prepared by Dorking and District Preservation Society
School Organisational Plan - Surrey
South Street Gardens & 215 – 217 High Street, Dorking, Chris Blandford Associates on behalf of Mole Valley District Council.
Surrey Hills Management Plan
Surrey Futures: Initial Assessment
Technical Note: Transport measures to support growth identified in the Mole Valley Core Strategy
The River Mole Strategy Study – Environment Agency

Appendix 3
Letters to Infrastructure Providers:
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2012
2007 - 2012
2012
2009
2008
2012
2009
2012
2013
2012

Appendix 4
Which infrastructure providers were consulted and responded to the consultation:

Infrastructure Consultees

Response
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Highways Agency
South Coast Ambulance Service
Southern Water
Sutton and East Surrey Water Company
Thames Water
Surrey Police
Sport England
EDF Energy
Mole Valley Cycling Forum
First Great Western
Network Rail
Mono Consultants
Surrey Hills AONB
Environment Agency
Natural England
English Heritage
Surrey County Council
Doctors Surgeries across the district
Dentists across the district

No comment
No response
No response
No response
Comments incorporated into IDP
Comments incorprated
No response
No response
Comments incorporated into IDP
No comment
No Response
No Response
No Response
Comments incorporated
Comments incorporated
Comments incorporated
Awaiting education response
Three responses
Two responses

55

