Ashtead Neighbourhood Forum
Minutes of the Meeting held on Saturday 17 th May 2014
Place

The Ralli Room, Ashtead Peace Memorial Hall 10.00 - 12.20 pm

Present

Jean Bradley (JB), Bob Cane (BC), Ray Cane, Tony Cooper, Bryan Davis
(BD), Roy Guy (RG), Paula Hancock, Paul Hancock, David Harper (DH)
David Hawksworth (PDH), Nigel Herbert (NH), John Longstaff (JL), Carol
Mack, James Millar Craig, John Morgan (JM), Denise Newman (DN),
Glynis Peterkin (GP), Peter Smith, Sue Stansfield, Di Stirling (DS), Chris
Townsend (CT), Tony Tuley (TT), Pam Ventham-Smith, Sofia Welsby and
Patricia Wiltshire.

In attendance

Jane Smith (JSm) MVDC

Apologies

Daphne Burnett, Andy Ellis (AE), Mark Everett, Kathy Lewis, Marie
Pigden, Allan Mornement and Alex Tombs.

Topic

Action

1. Introduction and Minutes of the Last Meeting
TT welcomed everyone to the meeting especially new member Sophia
Welsby. The other new member of the Forum, Allan Mornement was unable
to attend and had sent his apologies. TT also announced the resignation of
Jim Malynn who had left due to the pressure of work. The apologies of those
noted above were also read out.
Regarding the minutes of the last meeting JL asked for the wording of the first
four points of 3.4 to read ‘was discussed and accepted by a majority’. This
was agreed and the minutes were signed.
2. Matters Arising Not Covered by the Agenda
TT said that he had taken over the website from NH and had worked to bring
it up to date. He then asked for photos and information of members of the
Forum yet to appear on it but stressed that photos were not compulsory. RG
stated that he found this section confusing because it was not clear which set
of words matched which photo. TT is to create a more clearly defined
distinction between the entries.
It was noted that the results of the Ashtead Village Day Survey 2013 were still
not included on the website. BD had asked for them to be published and it
was confirmed by JM that it was an important adjunct to the main survey in
that it deliberately targeted the young of the village. During a short discussion
it was established that GP has the results and will forward them to TT who will
put both questions and answers on the website.
Regarding the consultation on the Site Assessments, as agreed, residents of
the Ridgeway in Epsom had received newsletters giving details of the event
and responses had been received from them.
The revised GBBR had been issued to Mole Valley District Council.
3. Green Belt Boundary Review - Minor Boundary Changes.
TT explained the background to the changes being put forward by MVDC and ran
through each of the seven sites which had been assessed by ACV and their
conclusions. The Forum gave their approval of the decision that there was no
compelling reason to alter the boundary for any of sites except that of AS05, 24
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Epsom Road and 4-6 Quarry Gardens.
BD queried the need for these sites to be considered at all. JSm explained
that it was to clear up anomalies that had arisen over the years and it was
not an exercise in straightening the boundary but following national policy.
It also helped clarify the situation for residents with houses situated on
such sites.
Following the Forum’s agreement JSm explained that there would be
another consultation period held by MVDC which would include a number
of new sites. Her next move would be to write to the residents of Quarry
Gardens and 24 Epsom Road plus their neighbours and local amenity
groups such as ARA to give them a chance to express their views. If,
following that process it was agreed to move the boundary it would be
included in the group of sites being put forward.

JSm

4. Site Assessments
a. Results of the Consultation – The Summary
TT announced that, as Area J was such a source of contention, ACV had asked
MVDC to look at their assessment of the area and correct if necessary. It had
also asked for the views of Epsom and Ewell District Council. TT confirmed that it
was seeking views on just the Site Assessments and not the GBBR. It was put
forward that MVDC could have a different view possibly based on new evidence
unknown to ACV.
DH questioned the wording at the beginning of the summary where it says
‘for sites put forward for future development’ and suggested it should say
‘for assessment’ instead. Other various alternatives were offered and TT
agreed to rewrite the opening and send it out to the Forum for approval.

TT

It was asked which of the documents, the Site Assessments or the GBBR
had priority to which the reply was that they had equal weight. It was
stressed that each of the sites had been equally and fairly dealt with.
The use of the word ‘Conclusions’ at the end of each SA was queried
suggesting a non-neutral approach and should be cut so that the heading
simply read ‘Site Assessment Summary’. This was agreed and will be
removed from each SA.
The words ‘Available’ and ‘Achievable’ also at the end of the SAs was also
challenged. JSm explained that these were technical terms used by
MVDC and indicated whether a site was deliverable or not and that
information was needed by them. In order to give a more neutral
impression to the general public it was agreed that they be moved to
above the ‘Summary’ section. It was also suggested that an explanation
of these terms be included in each SA to explain their meaning as seen by
the authorities. JSm is to forward some appropriate wording to ACV.
DH stated that within the SAs there was no documented need for housing
which was incompatible with the survey that had been carried out in the
village.
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JL asked for the new sentence ‘However, the majority of comments received
and the conclusions for each site are largely against development’ to omit the
word ‘largely’. This was agreed.
Attention then turned to the diagram showing the results of the consultation
relating to each site. It was explained that the table was produced to show the
strength of feeling of each ward to the various sites. A long discussion
revealed the feelings for and against the final two columns and their use and
significance. Following a vote the majority asked for the two columns to be
removed.
JL voiced his disagreement with the final sentence above the ‘General
Conclusion’ section.
Under the heading ‘General Conclusion’s two amendments were asked for:

TT
TT

TT

In the opening sentence the word ‘significant ‘ is to be taken out and the words
‘considered on these sites’ should follow the word ’development. In the
penultimate bullet point the final sentence should read ‘New development on
these sites’ will not provide etc…
b) Changes Arising from the Consultations
TT then ran through each of the SAs in turn and the following changes were
agreed:
AS03

TT

Page 2. Under ‘Access and Travel Issues’ regarding the footpath, it should say
‘’this issue’ following the word ‘remedying’.

TT

Page 4. Regarding Epsom and Ewell it should state that the Council Officers put
forward a report to the council on 10th April 2014 objecting to development on
relevant neighbouring SAs being assessed by ACV. Their objections had since
been agreed to by the council. Wording explaining this is to be added to each SA
in Area J.
AS11
Page 9. DH proposed that the final key consideration should be turned around to
read as follows:

TT

‘Local infrastructure would be put under considerable strain and needs to be
addressed first if the number of homes on this site can deliver was developed’.
TT

AS12
Page 8. The final conclusion to be changed as above.
Page 9. The word ‘and’ is missing against ‘Available’: Subject to clarification
regarding access and any covenants on the site.
AS14

TT

Page 8. The heading ‘Conclusion’ to be changed to ‘Site Assessment Summary’.
All other changes made to the SAs were approved by the Forum.
DH acknowledged all the hard work of ACV that had gone into producing the
reports.
TT reported that once the reports have been amended they will be sent to MVDC
to be included in their Housing and Traveller Site Plan.
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5. Next Steps
a) NDP Timeline
TT ran through the NDP timeline as originally published and pointed out the
differences. Whereas the MVDC draft Housing and Traveller Site plan was to be
published to receive comments between October and December 2014 this has
now been moved back to January 2015. This in turn means that the report itself
won’t be published until January 2016 at which point the Ashtead NDP can then
be published and not before.
It was asked what would happen in the meantime if a developer
approached MVDC with a possible site. JSm replied that as long as the
government keeps to its policy the application would be turned down.
Once the draft plan has been published and if the application were to fall
within a possible allowed site then it might be viewed with a slightly
different approach.
TT explained that ACV would now be continuing with their initial task of
producing an NDP. At the next meeting the group would consider what
still had to be achieved and create a timeline showing when the work
would be undertaken and by what date.
JM pointed out the ACV had still to put on paper its vision for the future of
the village.

ACV

ACV

b) Interested Groups
The Forum is to be asked to name the groups in the village with which they are
connected and by whom information could possibly be circulated within in the
future. An email is to be sent to all members asking for this information.

TT

After the meeting DH suggested that ACV contact the Leatherhead
Historical Society, who maintain an archive of information about Ashtead.
6. AOB
JB asked for helpers on the Ashtead Community Vision Stall on Village Day.
Any who are able to help on the stall for an hour should contact JB or DS who
will forward the message.

ALL

PDH announced that he had approached the MVDC Tree Officer regarding
Protection Orders on trees which he would like to see safeguarded for the
future. He had been told by the officer that he was not able to issue such an
order unless the trees were at imminent risk from development. JSm
explained that the officer was working according to the policy of MVDC.
7. Dates of the Next Forum Meetings
The dates of the next Forum meetings are as follows: 9 th August and 8th
November.

4

ALL

