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1.  Introduction and Objectives: 

 
Peaslake Farm – the fields together with the adjoining farmyard - has for many years 

been generating a modest annual income for Shere Parish Council.  Remembering the 

original intent of the Bray Estate when gifting the land to the Parish in 1819 – ‘to be used 

for the benefit of the poor of the Parish’ - the Council hopes to sponsor and support a 

development to improve the appearance and use of the farmyard area whilst improving 

the overall benefit the farm can bring to the whole community.  

 
The parish council have commissioned an independent consultation survey  to inform the 

public and to direct informed action, based on 3 possible future uses of the farmyard and 

fields as set out in the leaflet which accompanied the survey: 

USE 1 ‘Peaslake Farm Close’: subsidised housing on the yard, for rent to local people, 

and agricultural use of the fields 

USE 2 ‘Peaslake Farm Close’ & barns: subsidised housing on the yard, for rent to local 

people, and agricultural use of the fields, together with barns for rental 

USE 3 A Rural Community Business Park - combining farming with growing local 

businesses for the future. Funded by villagers, protecting assets for the community and 

minimising environmental impact. 

This location is classified as a ‘Rural Exception Site’ which means that any dwellings will 

be for subsidised rental housing - planning restrictions do not permit housing for down-

sizers at this site.  All 3 usess allow for continued agricultural use of the fields.  

 
The survey was conducted during February/March 2016.  By the survey close date, 

responses had been received from 427 households,  805 adults (aged 16+).  The survey 

respondent base is broadly representative of the village overall according to available 

census data, except in that people are living in the South West ward, where the farm is 

located, are somewhat over-represented.  Where opinions vary significantly by Ward this 

needs to be kept in mind when interpreting the findings.   

 

This report summarises the main survey findings, which in tabular form have been 

analysed in full, cross-profiled by ward and age  The tabulations analyse every question 

in the questionnaire, on an anonymous basis, showing aggregated numbers giving each 

answer.  The analysis is done in accordance with the MRS code of conduct on 

respondent anonymity, and under the rules of the Data Protection Act.  
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2. Executive Summary: 

 
 

The survey provides a good representation of the views of the people in Shere parish.  

There is a good response rate, in line with studies in similar circumstances: 27% of 

households, 28% of adults.  

 

Having run through the issues as described in the introduction, the survey asks village 

residents to comment on which of the three possible uses would be of greatest benefit to 

the parish community.  All three uses continue to include agricultural use of the fields. In 

order of frequency of mention (the best indication of priority), and with some considerable 

variation by ward, these are reported overall as: 

Use 2 – subsidised housing and small barn(s) – 40%   

Use 1 – subsidised housing only  - 33%  

Use 3 – rural community business park - 27% 

Residents generally acknowledge the need for affordable housing for local people, whilst 

there is some appeal (for a wide variety of reasons) in having a mix involving some 

commercial use. There is disagreement concerning which use best fulfils the land gift. 

 

Looking at preferences from the perspective of objections/support, a similar picture 

emerges: there is significantly more support for subsidised housing than for a rural 

business park.  

Use: Support Object to 

1 Subsidised housing only 54% 30% 

2 Subsidised housing and barn(s) 53% 28% 

3 Rural community Business Park 33% 56% 

 

Conclusion: use 2 should be pursued, particularly if more dwellings can be 

accommodated, although there are some issues to address such as dwelling sizes, type 

and tenure on ‘lets’, detailed planning, parking, and drainage.  The evidence for 

subsidised housing comes from this survey and from the housing needs survey, whilst 

there is no hard given evidence for a need for a rural community business park, well 

supported though the idea may be here.  
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3.  Methodology and Respondent Profile: 

 

A questionnaire was designed by the Parish Council with professional input from IDA, 

and approved by the Parish Council.  It was delivered by Royal Mail to every household 

in the parish, together with a pamphlet describing the situation and the options being 

considered, with further promotion about the consultation through social media.  Peaslake 

Protection Group also promoted the survey and encouraged responses.  Everyone had 

an opportunity to participate.  

 
Against a parish population of 2,925 electors and 1,591 households, responses were 

received from 805 adults and 427 households: a response rate of 28% of adults and 27% 

of households.  This provides overall 95% confidence limits of c.   3% points, assuring a 

robust and measured basis for strategic decision making based on the opinions of parish 

residents.  

 
There is a significantly higher response rate from households in the South West ward of 

the parish than from the other two wards, possibly since the proposed development is in 

that ward, meaning that the two other wards are slightly under-represented proportionally 

in the overall sample.  43 returns did not have a complete postcode.  

WARD Actual Survey Response rate 

North 848 166 20% 

South East 325 75 23% 

South West 418 143 34% 
 

 

 

The age profile of adults responding was  

broadly consistent with the village population  

overall, with a high proportion of people in the 

older age groups.  The average age of all  

respondents giving an age is 58.  
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The majority of responses are from 1 or 2 adult  

households with no children. Nearly a quarter of  

all households responding are from single-adult  

households, whilst nearly two-thirds are from  

households with two adults. 

 

There is an average of 1.7 children per household 

among households with children, or 0.2 children  

per household overall.   

 

 

13 households (24 adults) from postcodes adjacent to the site have completed a 

questionnaire: GU5 9RN/RP/RW/TA.  The strong majority of this group express a 

preference for use 3, the rural business park.  
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4.  Main findings: 

 

4.1 Greatest benefit to the parish community 

The survey asks village residents to comment on which of the three uses would be of 

greatest benefit to the parish community.  Opinions are divided, although the most 

frequent selection was use 2 – subsidised housing and small barn(s), followed by use 1 – 

subsidised housing only.  Just over a quarter overall selected the use 3 choice – a rural 

community business park.  Putting the two uses together, 73% selected one of the 

choices involving subsidised housing, whilst 67% selected on of the uses involving some 

commercial use.  This varied significantly by age, with results skewed somewhat towards 

the answers provided in South West ward.  If the responses rate had been equal in all 

three wards then the results would have been no different, but more clear-cut. 

 

 

There is no variation on answers to this question by presence of children, but there are 

some significant differences by age group: those aged under 35 tend to favour use 1, 

those aged 35-54 tend to favour use 3, whilst those aged 55 or over strongly favour use 

2, the compromise, seeing the benefits of both uses.  

 

There is disagreement concerning which use best fulfils the land gift.  Asked what they 

like about the use they selected, residents give a wide variety of verbatim answers – 

which can be read in full in the data file provided separately. 
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Those selecting use 1 - subsidised housing only – tend to be most likely to mention a 

need for subsidised housing, keeping young people in the village, affordable homes for 

young adults, and being in line with the land ‘gift’.  A few example comments include: 

“Affordable rent housing needed for locals” 

“Enables young families to stay in the area which will also help the school” 

“Addresses housing need without encroaching on field” 

“Will keep younger people in the village to keep it alive” 

“Provides affordable housing for younger families which are the lifeblood of the village” 

The dislikes/reservations mentioned in respect of use 1 include concerns about traffic, 

flooding/sewerage, making sure it is for local people, possibly a need for smaller units 

rather than 3-bedroom homes, retaining the village architectural style, and some 

concerns about the type of subsidy.  Example comments: 

“Would like to see a proportion of the units to be for shared equity purchase rather than  
just for renting” 

“Would like restrictions to stop homes being sold off.” 

“Ownership should be retained by the parish so that rental income benefits the parish.” 

“The sewerage problem will not be easy to solve. The parking.” 

“Prefer shared equity purchase scheme than proposed subsidised rented as owners are 
more likely to care for their homes and environment around them. This could be with legal 
conditions attached for no statutory rights to extend the houses at all. The planners 
should enforce the section 106 planning obligation to ensure there are no permitted 
development rights, thus allowing the homes to remain as starter homes for first time 
buyers.” 
 

 
Those selecting use 2 - subsidised housing and small barn(s) – tend to comment that is a 

good compromise, a good mix, addressing a recognised need for affordable housing 

whilst also introducing the possibility of local employment opportunities.  Examples of why 

use 2 was selected: 

“Mix of homes and businesses. Shortage of 1-bed flats available from the council” 

“Need for small houses at affordable rent is paramount here. Facility for small businesses  
also fulfils local needs and I support the surrounding land use.” 

“Sensible 2-bed semis, plenty of parking, barns not too difficult to administer” 

“Subsidised housing is prime importance, with possibility of local employment makes  
use 2 the most desirable” 

“Gives affordable housing to local people and the use of barns without impacting on  
farmland or agricultural use of fields” 

“Best of both worlds” 
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The dislikes/reservations about use 2 also include concerns about traffic, flooding/ 

sewerage, making sure it is for local people, possibly a need for smaller units rather than 

3-bedroom homes, style, the balance of housing to commercial, and some concerns 

about the type of subsidy.  Example comments on dislikes/concerns: 

“Potential for "rendering" the houses which is not in keeping common with the built  
environment.  Could be tile hung.” 

“Those in affordable housing should be encouraged to move on when they can, so we  
use the housing for those most in need” 

“More houses with smaller gardens could be squeezed in” 

“Should maximise the  amount of extra housing as required” 

“Flooding and drainage needs to be sorted” 

“Entering/exiting on stretch of road which can be sheet of ice during winter followed by 
wet and slippery the rest of the year. An accident waiting to happen if not rectified before 
any scheme starts” 
 

Those selecting use 3 - rural community business park – tend to feel that employment is 

the more important issue in the village, more so than affordable housing.  Several also 

observe that this option is the most well thought-out proposal at this stage, or that it is the 

best for the environment, has the least impact, and supports local shops/pubs..  

“Farming and local business and protecting the environment” 

“Encouraging small businesses in Peaslake is a good thing and will be of greatest benefit 
to the parish. I am also in favour of Covenwood managing the land as they manage their  
own land well.” 

“Plans are more developed. Drainage is addressed. Good experiences of local  
businesses and would like to encourage more.” 

“Less weekend traffic, less subsidies, employment” 

 

The dislikes/reservations about use 3 also include concerns about traffic, flooding/ 

sewerage, but also a concern that there is no/little evidence for a need for commercial 

units – some commenting that there is unused space elsewhere.  

“The financial estimates and lease details are not finalised which can affect judgements.” 
“Probably too many units” 

“Careful control required of tenant type” 

“Concerned it might be offered to businesses outside the area - this would increase traffic  
and pollution” 

“Would like to better understand the 'financing by local investors' and how this would  
work. Also questions over broadband speed for creative industries.” 

“1-2 bedroom houses/flats are also needed. Good to be controlled by a community land 
trust if built houses do not go on the open market.” 
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4.2 Support and objections 

Use 3 would attract the highest level of objections and lowest level of support from people 

in the parish, whilst uses 1 and 2 would attract the highest level of support and the lowest 

level of objections.  There is significantly more support for subsidised housing than for a 

rural business park.   

 

 

 

The verbatim comments under supporting or objecting are along similar lines to earlier 

comments in respect of each use, and can be positive or negative.  

 

Objections to use 1 include concerns about the type of rent or the demand for subsidised 

houses, with comment such as:  

“Too many houses and people and cars which the village cannot effectively support” 

“Gross over-development. Substantial urban sprawl to the green belt and total lack of  
respect to existing properties. Not financially viable.” 

“Housing may not end up with local people. Much disruption to village roads during  
construction.” 

“Rental property in rural location does not always suit the ideal resident base to benefit  
the village community” 

“"Prioritised local" is no guarantee tenants will be local” 

“Adverse environmental impact and doubt fields could be let without investment in 
clearing fencing and drainage.” 
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Objections to use 2 include objections to either houses at all or commercial units at all, 

and some objections to any development at all.  Comments include: 

“Should maximise housing potential” 

“Agricultural and barn long term proposals vague and inconclusive, unsatisfactory. 
Planning precedents will be set for elsewhere locally. Houses no benefit to existing  
community.” 

“Keep fields, no parking in the field, development must be yard only.” 

“Barns a waste of space, would not be used, more houses.” 

“This scheme is a disgrace - obviously created as out of keeping with village style,  
encroaches on AONB fields. It should not be permitted.” 

“Might not go to local people. Might be springboard for further development from car park 
in fields especially if barns changed to residential.” 
 

 

Objections to use 3 often point out that it does not include ‘much-needed affordable 

housing’, including: 

“Rented housing is what we need - a mix of age groups, occupations and incomes” 

“Complete waste of money from outset, hard to fill, space not utilised for years to come.  
Look at the pet shop and the doctor's surgery!” 

“Need is for housing, business units can be sited elsewhere eg on another farm.” 

 “Would create more traffic in the village and flat-roofed building design is ugly and not in  
keeping with village” 

“Missed opportunity for housing when there is such a need. The need for offices is not  
proven, and extra traffic would be unwelcome” 

“Peaslake does need more affordable housing for local people to avoid it being just 
retired and commuters” 
 

 

 

 

This report should be read in conjunction with the full verbatim answers given to the 

open-ended questions – provided separately. 

 

 

 


