Summary of representations received by Runnymede Borough Council on the Virginia Water
Neighbourhood Plan 2024-2035 (Submission Plan — June 2025) as part of the Regulation 16 consultation

This summary is required as per Regulation 4(3)(b)(iii) of the Neighbourhood Planning (Referendum) Requlations 2012 (as amended).

Consultation dates: Monday 1%t September until 11.59pm on Tuesday 14" October 2025.

The full set of (reacted) consultation responses can be viewed on the Council website: https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/planning-
policy/neighbourhood-planning/3

Please note: The table below is a summary of the representations received and are not verbatim.

Type of Consultee Summary of consultation response

consultee

Statutory Active Travel No comments.

consultee England

Statutory Runnymede Runnymede Borough Council suggested amendments / additions / corrections to the following parts of the

consultee Borough Council | draft Plan and its Policy Maps, the Virginia Water Design Code and the supporting Community
Infrastructure Evidence Base document to ensure that these documents are accurate and fully up to date:

Draft Plan and Policy Maps

Suggested Policy Index in the Plan

e Paragraphs 1.6, 1.8, 6.6, 6.17, 6.31 and 15.1
e The Plan’s Vision

e Figures 4 and 6

Community Infrastructure Evidence Base document
e Pages8and9

Virginia Water Design Code (see also recommended modification PM1)
e Paragraphs 1.4, 1.7 and 2.1
e Map of Character Areas
e Character Area A — 10 comments
e Character Area B - 8 comments



https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2012/2031/regulation/4
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/planning-policy/neighbourhood-planning/3
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/planning-policy/neighbourhood-planning/3

Type of
consultee

Consultee

Summary of consultation response

Character Area C — 6 comments
Character Area D — 6 comments
Character Area E — 5 comments
Character Area F — 10 comments
Character Area G — 8 comments

A full (redacted) version of the Council’s response can be viewed on the Council’s website at:
https://www.runnymede.qgov.uk/downloads/file/2856/vwnp-rbc-response

Statutory
consultee

Surrey County
Council

SCC Lead Local Flood Authority Comments:
Our previous comments in response to the Regulation 14 consultation have not been addressed by the
neighbourhood forum. Although the requirements to include Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) on all
new development are set out by National Planning Policy (NPPF) it is important that this requirement is
included within the plan.
SCC Minerals and Waste Planning Authority (MWPA)
Comments The MWPA notes that there has been an omission of all SCC Development Plan Documents
(DPDs) from the Development Plan list (Chapter 1) for Runnymede. The below list require inclusion:

e Surrey Waste Local Plan 2020 (December 2020).

e Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy 2011 (July 2011).

e Surrey Primary Aggregates Development Plan Document 2011 (July 2011).

e Surrey Minerals Site Restoration Supplementary Planning Document 2011 (July 2011).

o Surrey Aggregates Recycling Joint Development Plan Document 2013 (February 2013).

Consultants
on behalf of
landowner

Boyer on behalf
of Ashill

Policy VW1 (High Quality Design) - It is important that when applying the criteria of the Design Code it is
done in a flexible way to ensure good design without becoming unduly prohibitive.

We consider that Policy VW2 is confusing. It seeks to impose a policy to protect against visual
coalescence, when this is already part of a Green Belt purpose. Whereas Green Belt policy establishes a
detailed approach to preventing urban sprawl whilst keeping land permanently open, it is not clear how
Policy VW2 would prevent the visual coalescence of the settlements especially immediately north of
Virginia Water given that existing development already extends along Stroude Road northwards. It is vital
that Policy VW2 (Local Gap) does not frustrate development that in all other respects is acceptable. It is
necessary for the Policy to be more flexibly worded to allow new development to come forward where it can
be demonstrated that there is no adverse impact on visual coalescence when assessed against a set of
clear parameters.



https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/downloads/file/2856/vwnp-rbc-response

Type of Consultee Summary of consultation response
consultee
Consultants | CBRE on behalf | Policy VW2 (Local Gaps) it is not in general conformity with paragraphs 153 and 154 of the NPPF and
on behalf of | of Turn2us Local Plan Policy EE18 (Engineering Operations in the Green Belt). The wording in the policy should be
landowner adjusted to be as follows:
Second paragraph of the policy:
Text removed: will be resisted
Text inserted: should be minimised.
Third paragraph of the policy:
Text to be removed; applies whether the
Text to be inserted: would not apply when
Local Tarmac Trading | Longside Lake is not suitable for designation under Policy VW9 as a community facility. It is a commercial
business enterprise with access limited to paid leisure activities. Designating the site as a community facility imposes
restrictive conditions that could hinder the growth and diversification of the existing leisure business. We
therefore request that Longside Lake be removed from Policy VW9. Therefore, we proposed that Longside
Lake be removed from Policy VW9 altogether.
Furthermore, we would like to see a more positively prepared view regarding Policy VW9 and the
Supporting Policy Text within Section 14 of the Neighbourhood Plan. The policy criteria set about are not
achievable in practice. For example, as a landowner, we cannot ensure a tenant and business owner
makes ‘improvements’ to the management of the facility — we would be powerless to do. Furthermore, the
proposed Policy itself may obstruct business improvement by limiting permissible uses.
Aspiration VWAZ2 is not in accordance with national policy. As it is contrary to NPPF it must be amended to
align with the NPPF.
Local SC | agree with the vision, policies and aspirations outlined.
resident Would not agree with reducing vehicular access to the station by closing one of the access roads to Station

Parade, unless there was a sizable, publicly accessible turning space and possibly widening of the
remaining road. Similarly, | would be concerned about traffic calming measures on Christchurch Road.

| support the Active Travel policy and agree cycle ways and pathways should be improved. However, these
will need to be done in a safe way, separating cyclists from pedestrians as well as from vehicles.
Improvements should be made to the safety of pedestrians from cars parking along Station Approach. | did
not see mention of this in the Plan. There should be a plan for some form of protective barrier between cars
and pedestrians.




Type of
consultee

Consultee

Summary of consultation response

Local
resident

JW

| really do like the idea of pedestrian islands (in the middle of the road) as a way of both slowing traffic and
facilitating pedestrian crossing without the need for noisy pedestrian or pelican crossings.

Local
resident

PA

My concern is in relation to the proposal to close and pedestrianise one of the roads that access Station
Parade. Closing this section off will both remove the ease of in / out access that the two-road access
currently facilitates of coaches and buses but also risks creating a huge bottle neck for all traffic exiting the
parade onto Christchurch Road. The disruption this proposal would cause to traffic in Station Parade is
significant and outweighs the marginal benefit of the proposed scheme.

Local
resident

PL

| really support the ideas in the walking and cycling review document related to slowing down traffic and
making it safer for cyclists and pedestrians on Wellington Avenue, Trumps Green Road etc.

Local
resident

RS

Approximately 75% of Virginia Water is already designated as Green Belt, the purpose of an additional
local gap is unclear. It risks duplicating existing policy and may complicate the Council’s future Local Plan
development.

To support a sustainable mix, emphasis should be placed on smaller 1-3-bedroom homes. The proposed
gap may unduly constrain areas that could be considered for Green Belt release if required to meet housing
targets.

If a local gap is deemed necessary, its designation should be determined by the Borough, not the villages /
towns as the Borough is best able to have a view on the bigger picture. A more suitable local gap location
may be the open space between the A30 and Callow Hill (~700m in length), which | believe contains no
residential dwellings and spans both Virginia Water and Egham.

If the local gap policy (VW2) is adopted, or design guidelines restrict affordable housing development, this
creates potential conflicts between village and Borough policies as the Neighbourhood Plan extends to
2035, beyond the current Local Plan timeframe to 2030. This may lead to policy conflicts and hinder
integration with Borough and national planning frameworks. Alignment between the two plans is essential
for coherent policy implementation.

Local
resident

TC

I am increasingly concerned about the volume and high speed of vehicles using this narrow road with poor
sight lines as a cut through between Trumps Green Road and Wellington Avenue. Traffic calming
measures and speed restrictions are urgently required to ensure the safety of all pedestrians. There are no
controlled crossing points to access King George V Playing Fields from Crown Road or Trumps Green
Road. | believe there is a clear case for reducing the speed limit on Trumps Green Road.




