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The survey was undertaken in November 2007 by Mona Johansson, Surrey 
Community Action’s Rural Housing Enabler, and was sent to all inhabitants of the local 
needs affordable housing schemes1 developed by English Rural Housing Association2 
in the villages of Chiddingfold, Dunsfold, Wormley and Milford in Waverley and 
Pirbright and Peaslake in Guildford. The aim was to get some case study feedback on 
the impact that local needs schemes in the villages in which they are built.   
 
In total the survey had a 31% response rate with 16 forms returned out of a total of 52 
distributed3. Being a voluntary survey, the responses cannot claim to be representative 
of all residents of these schemes, but it does provide some insight into how local 
needs housing functions within villages. Some of the comments have been adapted in 
order to ensure the anonymity of respondents.        
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Question 1: Details of people living in the home 
 
One of the key issues for many villages, and one often quoted by Parish Councils as a 
main driver for undertaking parish housing needs surveys, is that young people are 
finding themselves having to leave because of the high prices on the open market and 
the lack of affordable housing. This has a detrimental affect in that villages become 
less sustainable – shops lose custom, primary schools close through falling numbers 
etc. The social and demographic mix of the population changes and can become 
unbalanced. The questionnaire therefore included this question as a means to 
ascertain the extent to which local needs schemes do provide opportunities for young 
people to live in villages, and whether this also provides a link into usage of local 
facilities.    
 
Out of the sixteen responses, only one household did not have children living in it. The 
majority of responses were from two parent families with one or two children of primary 
school age but many children were also of a pre-school age. The large number of 
children suggests that local needs housing provides a link to the usage of local 
facilities such as nurseries and schools (where these exist) in villages.     
 

                                                 
1 Following survey evidence of affordable housing need in a village / parish, these schemes are built on 
rural exception sites and so for local (parish) housing needs only, 100% affordable (mixture of social 
rent and shared ownership depending on local needs identified) and affordable in perpetuity.  
2 Please note that all pictures used in this survey are courtesy of English Rural Housing Association and 
feature housing schemes that are not all on rural exception sites.  
3 The balance of responses between those who rent and shared owners was 38% and 63% 
respectively.  
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Questions 2 and 3 
 
In order to ascertain whether schemes are providing a degree of stability to the local 
community as a whole, respondents were asked whether they were the first person to 
live at the address and also how long they had lived at that address.  
 
94% said that they were the first person / family to live at the address and 44% had 
lived at their address between 3 and 5 years and 31% over 5 years.  
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Low turnover rate normally suggest that the occupiers are pleased with their 
accommodation, which is excellent news for both for the residents themselves and the 
communities as a whole. However, low turnover rates do of course also make it more 
difficult for those still in need in these communities to access the stock of affordable 
housing.    
 
Q 5 and 6: 
 
Many parish councils are concerned that rural schemes, although in principle created 
for local people and legally bound as such through a Section 106 agreement, might 
end up being occupied by people without a connection to the village. Two questions 
were therefore asked to establish the respondent’s connections to the respective 
villages.  
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Six respondents did not live in the village when offered a home in the development. 
The majority of them lived in the larger nearby towns and urban areas such as 
Godalming and Farncombe for Milford, and Ash Vale and Frimley for Pirbright with the 
exception of Dunsfold, where a couple of respondents had previously resided in the 
nearby villages of Alfold and Hambledon. The local connection for these respondents 
was overwhelmingly family orientated with only one respondent indicating that their 
local connection was through residence alone. This suggests that rural schemes do 
serve their local communities well.  
 
Q6: What type of housing did you live in before mov ing to this development? 
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From the responses, it is clear that the local needs housing schemes has provided 
accommodation for residents who had previously been renting in the private sector, 
and also for those who had been living with family. It can be assumed that most or all 
of these households would have been unable to purchase on the open market or 
access affordable housing via the general needs housing register, and as such, once 
their tenancies had come to an end or they attempted to set up their first home, they 
would very likely not have been able to remain in the village.      
 
 
 

 
 

Canada Copse, Milford, Waverley. 



 5 

 
 
Q8: Why did you want to move to / stay in the villa ge? 

 
o Employment 
o Have a disability and have a good network of friends 
o We like the village / area 
o Lovely quiet village and close to family 
o To be near rest of extended family and to provide and receive support. Nice 

place to live and bring up a family 
o Community focus, have lived here since 1989 with family and wanted to stay in 

the area. Safe and quiet, beautiful area to live in 
o Family connections 
o A good school for my children and can visit my mother who is not able to visit 

me 
o My family came from the village. I was born and raised here. My children go to 

the local school and my parents are buried here 
o I & my family moved to the village in 1976 and I had always hoped to be able to 

move back into the village with my family 
o Born there plus mother and brother still live in [the development]! 
o We love the village lifestyle, very good location close to Woking & Guildford, 

lovely rural area 
o To be back with both sets of parents 
o Both myself and husband have family ties and I was a non-driver and worked 

just outside the village 
 

The comments suggest that local needs housing does help maintain social capital in 
villages, by ensuring that family links and social networks are maintained and / or 
revived. Such social capital can often be essential for the longevity of rural 
communities, helping provide the ‘glue’ that helps ensure that services and facilities 
are provided in instances where mainstream service provision is low.  

 
Residents were also asked which village services and facilities they use, and how 
often they do so. Out of the sixteen respondents, all of them used one or several of the 
services and facilities, and the table below lists each service / facility and the 
frequency they are used by respondents. It is possible to conclude that the occupants 
of these rural schemes do use some of the key services, which helps contribute to the 
sustainability of those services.   

 
Q9: Usage of village facilities 
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The Spinney, Headley, Mole Valley 
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Q10: If you have answered “there isn’t one” to any of the facilities listed above, 
were you aware that these facilities weren’t availa ble in the village before you 
moved in? 
 
Almost 40% of those that stated that a service / facility wasn’t available before they 
moved there, which is indicative of the fact that villages are perceived as ‘sustainable’ 
in their own right by the people who choose to live there - despite the fact that not all 
‘core’ services e.g. public transport, post office, local shop etc may exist there. This is 
worth noting as often one of the arguments against rural housing is the fact that not all 
villages are self-sufficient in terms of the services and facilities on offer.      
 
The comments received did suggest that the villages have seen an erosion of services 
and facilities (an experience shared by many rural areas across the country).   
 

o There was a garage, petrol station and other facilities when we moved to 
Dunsfold but subsequently closed down [Dunsfold] 
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o Moved next to a good village school - was expecting to put children there - now 
have to use school in Cranleigh 30 mins away! [Dunsfold] 

 
o There was a village school which has since closed [Dunsfold] 

 
o Primary school closed 1.5 years ago [Dunsfold] 

 
o Pirbright could really do with a shop for things like milk, bread etc - nothing too 

over the top as this has been tried before and did not work  [Pirbright] 
 

o They were originally in the village but have since closed down [referring to the 
lack of a village shop, post office and petrol station in Pirbright] 

 
 

 
 

Westonfields, Albury, Guildford 
 
Q11: Have any of the facilities closed since you mo ved to the village? 
 
50% of respondents could cite at least one service / facility which had closed since 
they moved in.    
 
Examples of facilities that have closed: 
 

o Garage, petrol station, other shop and the pub [Dunsfold]  
o Pet shop and butcher's [Peaslake] 
o School! [Dunsfold] 
o Village school, Nursery school, British Legion [Dunsfold] 
o Primary school [Dunsfold] 
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o Since 1976 two grocers, a greengrocers, newsagent, hardware store and post 
office have closed [Pirbright] 

o There were three banks once, a Co-op and the bakery down Woodside Road 
[Chiddingfold] 

o Post office & village shop [Pirbright] 
 
Q13: Do you or any members of your family attend an y local groups, 
organisations or clubs? 
 
Just over half of all respondents said they did (56%). Relating this question to the one 
above regarding closures of facilities, it would appear that there is a link between the 
voluntary activities provided and people’s sense of belonging to a community. This 
appears to particularly be the case where organising activities for the children is 
concerned.       
 
Examples provided were:  
 

o Brownies and Rainbows 
o Playgroup 
o Scouts  
o Football 
o Badminton 
o Jo jungles 
o Ballet 
o Tennis 
o Cubs 
o Women’s Institute 
o Bonfire helper 
o Village Hall Friday lunch club 
o Gym & Karate after school clubs 
o Husband and son both part of football clubs and cubs  
o No, but hope to once my child is born 

 
Q14: Are you within walking distance of the village  facilities? 
 
Were facilities exist, all respondents from all six schemes answered that they are 
within walking distance of facilities. This proves that local needs schemes are well-
located in relation to the village centres, thus reducing the need for usage of private 
car to reach services and facilities.   
 
Qs 12, 15, 16     
 
In order to get a better idea of travel patterns and shopping habits, respondents were 
also asked whether they travel away from the village to work, how many cars they 
have and where they buy most of their household groceries from. Perhaps 
unsurprisingly, only five respondents did not travel away from the village for work. The 
majority (ten) had two cars and fourteen do most of their grocery shopping in a 
supermarket.   
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Interestingly, one respondent from Ripley – which does not have a village or 
community shop – said that they would prefer to go to a local shop, had there been 
one.  
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There is a general conclusion to be drawn that the infrequent and variable use of many 
of the services is simply a reflection of the lifestyle of the majority of rural people, i.e. 
recreation, social life and, in particular, employment, have long been dependent on 
cars. However it is worth noting that the often accepted ‘truth’ that rural households 
are responsible for the production of more carbon emissions that urban ones, is not 
supported by evidence. As evidenced by the Commission for Rural Communities, in 
rural areas, the estimated levels of an individuals’ carbon dioxide emissions (or carbon 
footprint) is 12 tonnes per person, as opposed to 11.7 tonnes per person in urban 
areas.4 In addition, where studies of travel to work patters have been undertaken, 
these have suggested that as large an amount of travel consists of urban households 
travelling to rural areas, as rural to urban.5 This stands in contrast to the general 
perception that increased numbers of homes in rural areas automatically leads to an 
increase in commuting to city centres, and suggests that there may be a link between 
the lack of affordable housing in rural areas and providing homes where people work. 6  

                                                 
4 Commission for Rural Communities, State of the Countryside Report 2007, p 138. The research was 
undertaken by Stockholm Environmental Institute and is created through measures of carbon emissions 
in the production and consumption of a range of items, focussing on calculations of people’s carbon 
footprint and on the production of greenhouse gases from rural areas (whether directly from residents or 
not).  

5 Advantage West Midlands commissioned SQW in 2007 to undertake a study detailing the travel to 
work patterns amongst different occupational groups from 16 markets towns across the region. They 
found that there were similar numbers of households travelling in and out of rural areas into the towns 
for work.   

6 Similarly, Commuting Patterns in Rural Areas, a study commissioned by the Countryside Agency and 
undertaken by the University of Leeds in 1999, showed that rural areas are not the sources of large 
levels of daily out commuting. Instead, rural areas have much less commuting activity per se – both in 
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Coopers Cottages, Chiddingfold, Waverley 
 
Question 17: Do you think that this housing develop ment has fitted in well in the 
village and has benefited the local community? 
 
All respondents felt that their respective schemes fitted in well with the village overall, 
and that they have helped house local people who would otherwise not have been 
able to remain in the village, helping to keep the village alive.  
 
Their reasons were as follows: 
 

o Local people have been able to stay in their own community. The houses were 
built on an area of brambles / dumping area for nearby gardens so I don't feel 
there was a detriment to the environment 

 
o Most of the residents are either ex-school mates of mine or are / have been 

living with family in the village and so understand the need to keep 'the 
community' and the village alive 

 
o It gave me a home, close to my family friends and all my needs at this moment 

in time! 
 

o It has provided affordable housing to families who would otherwise not be able 
to get on the property ladder 

                                                                                                                                                           
and out. However, when a person commutes from a rural area, they will undertake the trip 
predominantly by car, and travel a longer distance than average. This holds true across England.  
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o It has meant that people can remain in the village, that would like to but cannot 

necessarily afford property in the village 
 

o Young families with children can remain in the village, this will make a 
difference to the age of the population, previously mainly middle aged to elderly. 

 
o I think it has fitted well into the village, has benefited local community as it looks 

good - land not used before. 
 

o Yes it's benefited 5 families with local connections 
 

o The houses make the village work - young families using all the facilities in the 
village 

 
o It has enabled people to remain in the village who otherwise would not have 

afforded to stay. The development provides a lot of children for the nursery 
school 

 
o Provides affordable housing to families and young people who would like to 

remain in the village and build upon the community spirit 
 

o For us personally it's been a great way to get on some equity in a property in 
such an affluent area 

 
o Don't know - I’m sure the landlord at the local pub thinks so as many 

neighbours visit there! Seriously I’ve no idea what our neighbours input is so 
don't know if overall has benefited the village. 

 
Q18: Do you feel part of the community? 
 
81% of respondents feel part of their local communities. This again can be seen as 
evidence of the link between local needs schemes and the maintenance of social 
capital and networks in rural areas.  
 
However the answers also suggest that in some circumstances there is a divide 
between owner-occupiers in the village and those living in affordable housing 
schemes: 
 

o We are part of the community mainly due to church and church related 
activities, not very involved with other people in the development as most have 
young children. My children are now in early twenties. These developments 
weren't available in X when my children were young but would have made a 
huge difference. 

 
o My parents moved here in 1962 so of course I know lots of people. 

 
o Our children go to school and clubs in our community. 

 
o Everyone knows everyone! You always have someone to wave to. You always 

feel at home. 
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o Sometimes - the village is quite divided into those that have money and those 

that do not feel safe living here and lucky to be part of a community where 
people know who you are, rather than the isolated feel if living in a town (i.e. 
Godalming). Especially good for children who can go out and play with other 
children and have peace of mind regarding safety. 

 
o Our children are able to play outside in a safe environment interacting with each 

other. They also share nursery and school. 
 

o Sometimes - there are people in the village who are welcoming and friendly but 
others are not. I went to a workshop and was asked three times by the 
organiser what my address was / where I lived - I couldn't help but start to think 
they were making a point of it? And also from a broad social angle people are 
generally less friendly - too busy etc, poor excuse though. 

 
o Over the years I have got to know many people in the village. 

 
o I have been involved with the village community for most of my life and am 

looking forward to joining in with more village clubs etc over the next year or so. 
Most of the village have been very pleased with the new homes and are actively 
encouraging us to join in with village life. 

 
o I worked at our local post office before having my children; lots of people know 

me from there. I cleaned at [the local] school in the evenings when my son was 
there. 

 
o Most neighbours are friendly, but other long-term residents look down on us as 

if we don't have any rights to be here. X has a lot of old-age pensioners and 
wealthy families who don't believe our new houses should have been built at all. 

 
Q 19: Do you think the development is a good place to live? 
 
The majority felt that the developments are good places to live.  
 

o Yes but I don't feel the rented properties should be mixed with shared 
ownership. They should be separate as this reduces the value of properties and 
makes people reluctant to move. 

 
o Yes - the land had not been used for years. It is quiet with a good view over the 

road. 
 

o Yes - it's quiet and convenient for our family 
 

o Yes - there is very little trouble and most people are friendly. However the 
number of families with similar aged children may mean the harmony being lost 
in the future. 

 
o Yes, without this scheme we would not be able to buy our own house in the 

Surrey area due to the high housing prices. 
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o Not really ideal mixing part ownership with rental accommodations. 
 

o Fantastic - quiet and secluded. 
 

o Yes, in terms of where it is in the village. Neighbours-wise - there were 
problems with preteens and damage to cars etc and noise which I think has 
taken away the sense of a little 'community' here. 

 
o Yes, I feel very lucky and honoured to live here. The only real disadvantage is 

the houses are all very overlooked by each other and with mesh fences, privacy 
is an issue but beggars can't be choosers! 

 
o Yes - most of the surrounding neighbours are very welcoming and it is a 

pleasant place to be. 
 

o Too close to the road for pets. 
 

o Yes, well constructed houses that fit in well with the style of the village. 
 

o Yes - it's quiet and reasonably safe for children. 
 

o Generally it is a good place to live. 
 
Q20: Do you plan to move out of the village in the future? 
 
This question was answered by all respondents, and all but three said ‘No’. Some of 
the answers suggest that whereas the homes have provided for a very real need, 
there is also a need for bigger properties to upsize into as families grow and as a 
result some may find themselves leaving the village.  
 

o No - but would prefer if houses weren't only allocated to people with young 
families, some couples who have no plans to have children can't afford 
properties on the open market. 

 
o Yes, the housing development is very nice - but we need a bigger house and 

can't find a 3/4 bedroom house 
 

o Possibly - if we could afford it which we cannot currently although we have built 
up some equity 

 
o No - I would like my son and any other offspring we may have to grow up in X 

as I did 
 

o No, not unless family extends 
 

o No-although need more space due to expanding family size and there are not 
really many other housing association or council properties so may not have a 
choice 
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The Copse, Tatsfield, Tandridge.  
 
Additional comments: (9 in total)  
 
These suggested a need for more rural schemes to be developed to suit the needs of 
its inhabitants as their life circumstances change, as well as a general wish to see 
more schemes being developed so that more people can be housed within their 
communities. This indicates the current difficulty of those still in housing need in these 
villages. Houses on rural schemes don’t become available very often and the current 
supply may not be meeting the need.  
 

o I feel it would be a good idea if there were developments in X suitable for older 
people and people without children as there is a huge jump to go into the open 
market after shared ownership. 

 
o Would like to see more 3-bedroomed houses built in this village under English 

Rural Housing Association. 
 

o Very good scheme for affordable housing - Surrey needs more like this. 
 
 

For more information, please contact: 
 

Mona Johansson 
Rural Housing Enabler 

Surrey Community Action 
Astolat, Coniers way, Burpham, Guildford, Surrey, G U4 7HL 

Tel: 01483 566 072 
Email: monaj@surreyca.org.uk 


