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549 Oliver Eager GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 
and character.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In 
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. stated. and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations 
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. 
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and 
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements 
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on 
the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 
pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that 
sites should positively enhance the environment and 
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a 
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with 
the amenity and character of the immediate area.  

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject 
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is 
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in 
the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper.  In addition the Council's 
Core Strategy contains policies (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality 
of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB8 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

549 Oliver Eager GB9 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB10 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB11 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

5 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB8 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB9 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.     
In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic 
contamination issues on the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 and 9.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's 
use of the term 'intensification' and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

the reasons 
stated. 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for 
acoustic barriers, will need to be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable 
and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB8 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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549 Oliver Eager GB9 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB10 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

549 Oliver Eager GB11 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and character.  

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In 
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations 
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. 
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and 
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements 
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on 
the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

stated. of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that 
sites should positively enhance the environment and 
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a 
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and 
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with 
the amenity and character of the immediate area.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject 
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is 
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in 
the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper.  In addition the Council's 
Core Strategy contains policies (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality 
of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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559 Caroline Eager GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB8 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB9 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB10 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

559 Caroline Eager GB11 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB8 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB9 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

559 Caroline Eager GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.     
In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic 
contamination issues on the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 
immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 and 9.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's 
use of the term 'intensification' and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

559 Caroline Eager GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for 
acoustic barriers, will need to be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable 
and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB9 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB10 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

559 Caroline Eager GB11 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about impact on archaeology None stated. The school and leisure centre proposal now has planning permission No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about increased flooding None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, it is not expected that the 
proposals will put occupants of the development at any risk of flooding or exacerbate flood risk 
elsewhere. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the proposals. The proposals are 
sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Keep Green Belt for the purpose it was intended for. To 
protect the countryside, wildlife and for future generations 

None stated. The justification for releasing Green Land for development and to meet the accommodation 
needs for Travellers has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2and 4.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about increased crime None stated. There is no evidence that the proposals will lead to increase in crime. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about increased noise None stated. There is no evidence that the proposals will lead to increase in crime. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about increased traffic None stated. The traffic implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt 
Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the 
transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but 
marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to 
enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both 
strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by 
site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. In addition, as part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Council 
believes that the combination of the above will help address the traffic impacts of the proposals 
and reduce road safety and health concerns. It is also important to note that the Council 
continue to work with the County Council and other stakeholders to help address existing 
deficiencies on the network. 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about loss of arable and amenity land None stated. Based on the available evidence it is not expected that the proposal will affect the most 
versatile agricultural land in the area. The Council has assessed the sensitivity of the 
landscape of the sites to accommodate the proposals. Based on the evidence as explained in 
detail in Section 7 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, the landscape character of 
the area will not be significantly affected. The proposals will not adversely impact on 
designated open spaces. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about loss of green fields and landscape features 
(Escarpments) 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient 
evidence that the release of the proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a 
defensible boundary to be drawn that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core 
Strategy period. Where the recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had 
not been accepted by the Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt 
boundary has been drawn to follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites 
GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well 
defined by Saunders Lane to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary 
to the west has been defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. 
This will protect the purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the 
escarpment. Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green 
Belt boundary will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about increased pollution None stated. The Council recognises the impact of traffic on pollution and has ensured that the traffic 
impacts of the proposals are fully assessed. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt 
Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the 
transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but 
marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to 
enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both 
strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by 
site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. In addition, the Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD contains robust policies to make sure the development impacts on pollution are 
appropriately controlled.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Suggests consideration of other brownfield sites Consider 
alternative 
brownfield 
sites 

The Council has carried out an assessment of the capacity of brownfield sites in the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not enough brownfield land to meet 
development needs over the entire plan period. This matter is comprehensively addressed in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of 
Green Belt land to meet development needs is addressed in detail in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about loss of wildlife None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

246 D Eales GB8 Concerned about the merging of Woking and Mayford None stated. The sites have been assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt, which includes 
preventing neighbouring towns merging into one another. Based on the evidence, it is not 
expected that the physical separation between Woking and Guildford will be compromised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 Traveller sites include space for related business activities 
which further worsen the visual impact and affect the wildlife 
in the vicinity. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12.It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 Object to increasing number of pitches on the site. The site is 
adjacent to Smarts Heath SSSI, additional pitches would 
increase the risk to wildlife due to human presence and 
increased domestic animals. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 2015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 2015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 2015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 2015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 Land is at risk of flooding and would require substantial 
investment to mediate this. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 and Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB7 The burden of the site not being well connected for 
pedestrians, car and other access to local infrastructure has 
not been considered in the proposal. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of these site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the 
DPD state that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be 
required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage.  
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

22 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

1037 Graham Earl GB10 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB8 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

1037 Graham Earl GB9 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB10 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1037 Graham Earl GB11 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1392 David, 
Christina 

Earl GB12 Understands the need for affordable housing for local 
people, but this development is likely to bring in people from 
outside the area, and is not appropriate development in an 
area with poor transport links and existing congestion.  

None stated. In terms of affordable housing provided at these sites, new homes will meet the housing need 
of people within the Borough, and registered with the Council. The Council does not have 
powers to limit who moves into market housing, but the homes built are expected, at least in 
part, to meet local housing need. The point about poor public transport connections is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  In addition, please refer to paragraph 
3.6 and 3.11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

1392 David, 
Christina 

Earl GB13 Understands the need for affordable housing for local 
people, but this development is likely to bring in people from 
outside the area, and is not appropriate development in an 
area with poor transport links and existing congestion.  

None stated. In terms of affordable housing provided at these sites, new homes will meet the housing need 
of people within the Borough, and registered with the Council. The Council does not have 
powers to limit who moves into market housing, but the homes built are expected, at least in 
part, to meet local housing need. The point about poor public transport is fully acknowledged. 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  In addition, please refer to paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 
of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1392 David, 
Christina 

Earl GB12 People move to Pyrford for its country village feel and it is 
not appropriate to remove fields from the Green Belt and 
pack it with high density housing.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well 
documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. It is envisaged that 
planning to meet local housing need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. 
However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, 
environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the development. 
Development will also be built to high environmental and design standards in accordance with 
the environmental and climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council 
is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of the area will not be 
significantly undermined. 
 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1392 David, 
Christina 

Earl GB13 People move to Pyrford for its country village feel and it is 
not appropriate to remove fields from the Green Belt and 
pack it with high density housing.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well 
documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. It is envisaged that 
planning to meet local housing need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. 
However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, 
environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the development. 
Development will also be built to high environmental and design standards in accordance with 
the environmental and climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council 
is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of the area will not be 
significantly undermined. 
 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1392 David, 
Christina 

Earl GB12 Objects to the proposal. Have lived in Pyrford for 20 years, 
brought up a family and made good use of local facilities. 
There has been a big increase in traffic and strain on local 
infrastructure in that time, with Coldharbour Lane highly 
congested and dangerous at school pick up time.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1392 David, 
Christina 

Earl GB13 Objects to the proposal. Have lived in Pyrford for 20 years, 
brought up a family and made good use of local facilities. 
There has been a big increase in traffic and strain on local 
infrastructure in that time, with Coldharbour Lane highly 
congested and dangerous at school pick up time.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB7 Any increase in the present Traveller site would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase risk to 
wildlife due to the increased number of domestic animals in 
close proximity.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website. There 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal for 
the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse 
impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. The site 
will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to apply in 
addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

616 G Eaton GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. Therefore, 
circumstances are quite different. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB8 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB9 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB14 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB8 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads, 
and on local services and amenities. States that increased 
populations within confined areas results in increased crime, 
and additional strain on overstretched local police services. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads or solutions to 
deal with existing traffic on Egley Road.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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616 G Eaton GB9 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads, 
and on local services and amenities. States that increased 
populations within confined areas results in increased crime, 
and additional strain on overstretched local police services. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads or solutions to 
deal with existing traffic on Egley Road.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB10 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads, 
and on local services and amenities. States that increased 
populations within confined areas results in increased crime, 
and additional strain on overstretched local police services. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads or solutions to 
deal with existing traffic on Egley Road.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB11 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads, 
and on local services and amenities. States that increased 
populations within confined areas results in increased crime, 
and additional strain on overstretched local police services. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads or solutions to 
deal with existing traffic on Egley Road.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB14 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads, 
and on local services and amenities. States that increased 
populations within confined areas results in increased crime, 
and additional strain on overstretched local police services. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads or solutions to 
deal with existing traffic on Egley Road.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB8 There will be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths 
(Smarts and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB9 There will be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths 
(Smarts and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

616 G Eaton GB10 There will be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths 
(Smarts and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB11 There will be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths 
(Smarts and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

616 G Eaton GB14 There will be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths 
(Smarts and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB8 Strongly opposed to further development in Mayford, which 
is a unique village community that should be preserved and 
respected, not a business opportunity for development.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB9 Strongly opposed to further development in Mayford, which 
is a unique village community that should be preserved and 
respected, not a business opportunity for development.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB10 Strongly opposed to further development in Mayford, which 
is a unique village community that should be preserved and 
respected, not a business opportunity for development.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

616 G Eaton GB11 Strongly opposed to further development in Mayford, which 
is a unique village community that should be preserved and 
respected, not a business opportunity for development.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB8 Moved to Mayford in search of a semi-rural local with good 
transport links and quality of life, at a premium due to the 
proximity to London. This is quickly being destroyed by over-
development, over-population and resulting enormous 
pressure of local infrastructure and amenities, including 
traffic congestion, standing room only trains at rush hour, 
inability to get GP appointment and unacceptable A&E and 
walk-in clinic waiting times. The local Westfield surgery has 
had to expand their premises to cope with already increased 
demand from development, particularly at Kingmoor Park 
and Willow Reach.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB9 Moved to Mayford in search of a semi-rural local with good 
transport links and quality of life, at a premium due to the 
proximity to London. This is quickly being destroyed by over-
development, over-population and resulting enormous 
pressure of local infrastructure and amenities, including 
traffic congestion, standing room only trains at rush hour, 
inability to get GP appointment and unacceptable A&E and 
walk-in clinic waiting times. The local Westfield surgery has 
had to expand their premises to cope with already increased 
demand from development, particularly at Kingmoor Park 
and Willow Reach.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB10 Moved to Mayford in search of a semi-rural local with good 
transport links and quality of life, at a premium due to the 
proximity to London. This is quickly being destroyed by over-
development, over-population and resulting enormous 
pressure of local infrastructure and amenities, including 
traffic congestion, standing room only trains at rush hour, 
inability to get GP appointment and unacceptable A&E and 
walk-in clinic waiting times. The local Westfield surgery has 
had to expand their premises to cope with already increased 
demand from development, particularly at Kingmoor Park 
and Willow Reach.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB11 Moved to Mayford in search of a semi-rural local with good 
transport links and quality of life, at a premium due to the 
proximity to London. This is quickly being destroyed by over-
development, over-population and resulting enormous 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

32 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

pressure of local infrastructure and amenities, including 
traffic congestion, standing room only trains at rush hour, 
inability to get GP appointment and unacceptable A&E and 
walk-in clinic waiting times. The local Westfield surgery has 
had to expand their premises to cope with already increased 
demand from development, particularly at Kingmoor Park 
and Willow Reach.  

616 G Eaton GB8 Further development within Mayford is irresponsible and 
disregards the quality of life of council tax paying residents. 
The Green Belt status was put on the land for good reason 
and should be respected at all costs. The council should look 
after residents best interests and quality of life, including 
access and maintenance of local services and amenities.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB9 Further development within Mayford is irresponsible and 
disregards the quality of life of council tax paying residents. 
The Green Belt status was put on the land for good reason 
and should be respected at all costs. The council should look 
after residents best interests and quality of life, including 
access and maintenance of local services and amenities.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB10 Further development within Mayford is irresponsible and 
disregards the quality of life of council tax paying residents. 
The Green Belt status was put on the land for good reason 
and should be respected at all costs. The council should look 
after residents best interests and quality of life, including 
access and maintenance of local services and amenities.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 
that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB11 Further development within Mayford is irresponsible and 
disregards the quality of life of council tax paying residents. 
The Green Belt status was put on the land for good reason 
and should be respected at all costs. The council should look 
after residents best interests and quality of life, including 
access and maintenance of local services and amenities.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged 
that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and or 
the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set 
out in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. It is highlighted 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

33 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

that the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy. 

616 G Eaton GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB14 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

616 G Eaton GB7 Objects to the proposal. Mayford already provides a major 
contribution to the Traveller community, who offer little or no 
contribution to the collective community. There is no 
justification for further expansion in Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. With regard to the justification for the development in a Green 
Belt location, this is addressed in Sections 1.0. and 4.0 (paragraph 4.3) of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Appalled at the proposed number of houses to be built, how 
will the infrastructure cope or manage in the interim building 
phases? 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by 
Section 3 and 20. Overall, the Council believes that there is a clear need for housing to meet 
identified need and there will the infrastructure to support the development to make them 
sustainable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Brought up in the house parents bought 50 years ago, 
attended local schools. Returned to Pyrford from Wimbledon 
with 2 children, for family reasons. Both children attend(ed) 
local schools, and have adjusted to what used to be a rural 
life. However even during the past 4+ years since returning, I 
have noticed the traffic has increased, with traffic jams in 
West Byfleet! This is years before any additional building 
takes place. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The study acknowledges the traffic impacts on the A245. The mitigation measures will 
comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of 
funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport 
Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated 
in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed 
and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
general approach to dealing with this issues is set out in detail in Sections 20 and 3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. The Council 
has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in assessing the 
transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD seeks to deliver 
and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together to carry out the 
Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the Infrastructure Delivery 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core strategy, the 
Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community Infrastructure 
Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to support the Site 
Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. Under 
the  Duty to Cooperate the Council has been working with neighbouring authorities to ensure 
that the cross boundary implications of their proposals are assessed and appropriate mitigation 
introduced to address any adverse impacts. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 We barely cope with the traffic we already have. For 
example: 
 
- The poorly planned out top of Oakfield Road junction with 
Old Woking Road.  
 
- The terrible junction by the banks and Waitrose in West 
Byfleet, there should be a yellow box to "hopefully" stop 
inconsiderate drivers blocking the road when the traffic lights 
alter.  
 
- The Rosemount shops are difficult to park at, even when 
the schools are not starting/finishing. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The study acknowledges the traffic impacts on the A245. The mitigation measures will 
comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of 
funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport 
Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated 
in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed 
and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
general approach to dealing with this issues is set out in detail in Sections 20 and 3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. The Council 
has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in assessing the 
transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD seeks to deliver 
and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together to carry out the 
Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core strategy, the 
Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community Infrastructure 
Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to support the Site 
Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. Under 
the  Duty to Cooperate the Council has been working with neighbouring authorities to ensure 
that the cross boundary implications of their proposals are assessed and appropriate mitigation 
introduced to address any adverse impacts. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 I do have a few questions I would like answered: 
 
Are the roads going to be widened everywhere in the near 
proximity of the new estate of housing? 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 How are the utilities networks going to cope? None stated. The Council has carried out an Infrastructure Delivery Plan to support the overall development 
in the area. Based on the evidence, there is be sufficient water and other utilities to support the 
projected growth. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, 
including schools is comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 How much disruption is this going to cause in upgrading the 
utilities? Will it be anything like the ones in Old Woking with 
diversions and road closures? 

None stated. The Council will work with developers to make that the construction phase of any development 
is carefully managed to minimise disruption. Generally the Council will ensure that the traffic 
implications of the proposals are fully addressed. The Council has carried out a revised Green 
Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess 
the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net 
but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise 
both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding 
and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to 
support planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant 
proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and 
appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council 
is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to 
inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County 
Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by 
the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be 
acceptable in transport terms. 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Most households tend to have two vehicles, again how are 
the roads going to cope and parking? 

None stated. The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific requirements for parking for 
new development. The SPD will be applied when development comes forward. In addition, 
Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken into account in applying the 
standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic congestion. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Where are the occupants supposed to work?:  
 
If they commute, will they travel into Woking to get the train, 
will there be additional parking? 
 
Will more frequent trains be put on from West Byfleet, again 
will there be additional parking? 

None stated. As part of the Site Allocations DPD, the Council is also allocating land for employment to 
provide jobs to support the growth in housing. It is accepted that some will  travel out of the 
Borough to work elsewhere whilst other will travel to work in Woking. However, the Council is 
also planning to meet the employment needs of the area. The Council has a Parking Standards 
SPD which sets out specific requirements for parking for new development. The SPD will be 
applied when development comes forward. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a 
number of factors to be taken into account in applying the standard, including proximity to 
public transport and existing traffic congestion. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is 
working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively 
enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. 
The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and 
the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public 
transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 I use the A3 to travel to work and even now the roads to join 
it are either clogged, or dangerous due to some of the drivers 
(i.e. Newark Lane, Wisley Lane and Parvis Road). With the 
development at West Hall, Parvis Road will be even more 
gridlocked, and with an entrance coming around via the back 
of The Oaks, this will impact again on local Pyrford traffic on 
the Pyrford Road. 
 
The traffic will more than tripled coming through Ripley. The 
bypass was built in order to take it off the main thoroughfare 
or drivers will have to go via Send, which caused huge 
delays when the bridge was being re-built in Newark Lane. 
 
The junction at the end of Newark Lane and Ripley High 
Street is already quite often backing up along the road due to 
the size of the vehicles coming through. 

None stated. The general approach to assessing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is 
comprehensively addressed in Sections 20 and 3 respectively in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review 
Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 
delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is working with neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the cross boundary traffic implications of their 
development are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation introduced to address any adverse 
impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Will the new bridge that has been replaced by Newark Abbey 
be able to sustain the huge amount of increased volume? 
Delivery lorries will have to use another route through West 
Byfleet or Send? This will have an impact on West Byfleet 
and particularly the Old Woking Road. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The study acknowledges the traffic impacts on the A245. The mitigation measures will 
comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of 
funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport 
Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated 
in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed 
and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
general approach to dealing with this issues is set out in detail in Sections 20 and 3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. The Council 
has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in assessing the 
transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD seeks to deliver 
and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together to carry out the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core strategy, the 
Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community Infrastructure 
Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to support the Site 
Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. Under 
the  Duty to Cooperate the Council has been working with neighbouring authorities to ensure 
that the cross boundary implications of their proposals are assessed and appropriate mitigation 
introduced to address any adverse impacts. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. The are 
measures available to the Council to control the movement of large delivery HGVs if this is 
deemed necessary. 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Will Church Lane be widened and made safer to walk along 
in order to accommodate the additional people and cars? 
 
The overflow of water that runs across to the graveyard and 
on the side and bottom of Church Hill should be fixed as it 
makes driving in icy conditions dangerous. 

None stated. The comment about the overflow of water will be passed on to the relevant officers to consider. 
Regarding the traffic implications of the proposals, the Council will ensure that it is fully 
assessed and appropriate measures taken to address any adverse impacts. The Council has 
carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport 
Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA 
acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the 
existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Will more buses be provided for those without cars? 
 
The current poor service is an embarrassment. A guest 
staying had to be taken into Woking every day because the 
bus was constantly late or didn't turn up, which impacted on 
my working day. Is it true the bus service is being 
discontinued? The Peter Bus has already gone and the 
Bustler is not far behind. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. 
The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and 
the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public 
transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 With the recent approval of yet another private school on 
Parvis Road, this entire area will be a gridlock. 

None stated. The general approach to assessing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is 
comprehensively addressed in Sections 20 and 3 respectively in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review 
Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 
delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is working with neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the cross boundary traffic implications of their 
development are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation introduced to address any adverse 
impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Heard that by using two fields, Pyrford will be "given" a play 
area. There is already the Pyrford Common play ground, 
which is perfect, but there could be a safe crossing put along 
Pyrford Common Road, which might also address car 
speeding. The place where people tend to cross, by the bus 
stops and the cut through to Lovelace Drive area, is not safe, 

None stated. In accordance with the requirements of the Core Strategy, the Council will ensure that any 
proposal that comes forward is supported by adequate green infrastructure and open space 
provision. The traffic implications of the proposals is addressed in detail in Section 20 of the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary 
Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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especially if crossing with children. delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 What proportion of these houses will be given over to the 
council/housing associations? I have carried out work at 
various new housing developments, in nice areas, that have 
ended up like ghettos. Within months, a development in 
Wimbledon with high specification properties there was a 
drugs den, a brothel, and a mugging in broad daylight. Not all 
social housing candidates are like this, but I assume the 
council is obligated to hand over a percentage. What 
percentage would that be? In Wimbledon it was 40%, nearly 
half, is that a situation we want in Pyrford? 
 
 
 
Working in the housing industry I have seen houses and flats 
erected in no time at all, and because of that they face 
problems with poor workmanship, damp, condensation. 
There is already an issue with water levels and drainage on 
the field behind Aviary Road. Developers just want to ship in 
and ship out, not caring about final details or how properties 
function. 

None stated. The Core Strategy has a robust Affordable Housing policy (CS12) and design policy (CS21) to 
make sure that the requirement affordable housing provision is sought. The Council will also 
make sure that any development of the sites is of high quality of design. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Surely to have foot paths, woods, wide open natural country 
side to enjoy with your family is just as important. I enjoy 
walking my dogs every day along Sandy Lane, as it is my 
home and an important place for me. There is a large dog 
walking community, and we have already had a footpath 
altered, constantly have to ask for footpaths to be cleared, 
but it seems that nothing is sacred or worth preserving. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the 
Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the 
proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the 
general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out 
in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of 
Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council 
has assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the 
landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been 
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of 
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the 
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

128 Chrissie Ecob GB13 Understand that affordable housing needs to be provided, 
but with Wisley and Sheerwater developments, how much 
more do you need in this small area? Cramming in houses 
will highlight the need for open spaces for recreation and 
play. If we don't look after our Green Belt areas and areas of 
history and natural beauty we will loose the identity of 
Pyrford. The Village will become an extension to the bland, 
boring concrete town of Woking. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB12 No doubt that different and extensive objections will be 
raised. Once changed, there is no reversal. 

None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB13 No doubt that different and extensive objections will be 
raised. Once changed, there is no reversal. 

None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

38 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

484 Richard Ecob GB12 Cynical because of pressure from central government on its 
local counterparts means the issue will not rest. Pyrford 
absorbed need for housing for the expanding commuter belt 
of London following WW2, through filling in between itself 
and West Byfleet. The deregularisation of the Green Belt to 
fulfil similar needs would just complete the urbanisation of an 
area enjoyed locally for its natural beauty. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. It is 
acknowledged that there is a national housing shortage that the Borough has to play its part in 
meeting, by delivering sites to meet the development requirement set in the Borough's Core 
Strategy. It terms of natural beauty of the area please see the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB13 Cynical because of pressure from central government on its 
local counterparts means the issue will not rest. Pyrford 
absorbed need for housing for the expanding commuter belt 
of London following WW2, through filling in between itself 
and West Byfleet. The deregularisation of the Green Belt to 
fulfil similar needs would just complete the urbanisation of an 
area enjoyed locally for its natural beauty. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. It is 
acknowledged that there is a national housing shortage that the Borough has to play its part in 
meeting, by delivering sites to meet the development requirement set in the Borough's Core 
Strategy. It terms of natural beauty of the area please see the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB12 Poor public transport means the preferred solution is 
privately owned vehicles which would clog transport routes 
designed for light traffic. More intervention would further 
degrade the area from its agricultural roots. 

None stated. This point is partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 3.0, 
paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The point on public transport is fully acknowledged. As part of 
Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see 
how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to 
meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as 
Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment 
to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the 
back of the Core Strategy.  In terms of the agricultural roots of the area, as part of the site 
selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land classified as being of 
high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality agricultural land by DEFRA. 
Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable food production, it should 
be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB13 Poor public transport means the preferred solution is 
privately owned vehicles which would clog transport routes 
designed for light traffic. More intervention would further 
degrade the area from its agricultural roots. 

None stated. This point is partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 3.0, 
paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The point on public transport is fully acknowledged. As part of 
Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see 
how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to 
meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as 
Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment 
to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the 
back of the Core Strategy.  In terms of the agricultural roots of the area, as part of the site 
selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land classified as being of 
high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality agricultural land by DEFRA. 
Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable food production, it should 
be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB12 Addresses the matter of housing the multitudes of Greater 
London at the expense of rural balanced populations. 

None stated. Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated, as shown in the document's 
evidence base (see Section 8.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper). The 
document sets out to deliver land to meet the Borough's housing needs outlined in the  Core 
Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB13 Addresses the matter of housing the multitudes of Greater 
London at the expense of rural balanced populations. 

None stated. Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated, as shown in the document's 
evidence base (see Section 8.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper). The 
document sets out to deliver land to meet the Borough's housing needs outlined in the  Core 
Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

484 Richard Ecob GB13 The Aviary Road development is of particular concern, and 
its level and density would put stress on utilities, and require 
modifications that would endanger the area's character and 
efficiency. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0, 18.0 and 23.0. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is 
acknowledged and well documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB7 I strongly object to the proposal to increase the number of 
Traveller Pitches on this land.  
 
 
 
Suitable sites should be identified for Traveller pitches 
however urban sites should be considered before Green Belt 
land. If urban sites are not available then areas near urban 
areas with good access to public services and infrastructure 
that can support them should be considered 
 
 
 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Smarts Heath Road is not currently close to schools and 
does not have easy access to local facilities 

50 Ollie Eden GB7 The proposed Traveller Pitches will be close to Smarts Heath 
Common, a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), and an 
increase in Pitches would decrease the visual amenity, 
character of the area and also increase the risk to wildlife 
due to an increased number of domestic animal in such 
close proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB7 National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in “exceptional circumstance” which has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
Policy clearly states that “housing need - including for 
Traveller sites - does not justify the harm done to the Green 
Belt by inappropriate development”. The proposed Plans 
would be inappropriate development as they act as 
fundamental physical separation between Woking, Mayford 
and Guildford. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is 
protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. It is not envisaged that the physical separation 
between Mayford and Guildford will be compromised as a result of the proposals. This matter 
is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB7 The Brett & Associates Report rejected the 10 Acre Site as a 
Traveller site. 

None stated. This issue is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Strong objection to the proposal for housing on all of the 
referenced sites (GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14).  
 
 
 
Brownfield sites should be considered before the removal of 
Green Belt . WBC have not verified through independent 
evidence that Brownfield sites have been exhausted first 

None stated. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of 
the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the 
plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in “exceptional circumstance” which has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
Policy clearly states that “housing need - including for 
Traveller sites - does not justify the harm done to the Green 
Belt by inappropriate development”. The proposed Plans 
would be inappropriate development as they act as 
fundamental physical separation between Woking, Mayford 
and Guildford. The housing will fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the risk of merging 
of Woking and Guildford. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Disagree with the GBBR statement that Woking does not 
have a strong historical character. It has a strong history and 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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is first mentioned in the Domesday Book in 1086 Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. In addition, the special character of Mayford is 
recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that 
development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential 
character of the village and Green Belt.  

of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach- it discounted and 
included land with the same constraints 

None stated. The methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review is robust and applied 
consistently. The Council has used a range of evidence to support the DPD and they 
collectively justify the proposals. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 The GBBR excluded SPA land, specifically Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath which are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as “Important Bird Areas” and therefore should 
be subject to SPA policies.  
 
 
 
Please note that they Mayford Village Society is pursuing the 
inclusion of Preys Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, and if successful will result in a 400m 
development buffer zone where development is not allowed. 

None stated. The 400m exclusion zone from the SPA is justified by Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy and the 
Saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan. It relates to designated SPAs. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that Mayford Village Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath as SPA, it is not designated and consequently, the SPA policy cannot apply. 
Nevertheless, the Council attaches significant importance to the protection of SSSIs and has 
robust policies such as Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to help achieve this objective. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 The land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 - referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 
submission.  
 
 
 
The GBBR proposes a change of boundaries without a 
Landscape Character Assessment. The validity of the 
Review is questionable and suggests that areas of 
landscape importance (e.g. Escarpments) have been 
ignored. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient 
evidence that the release of the proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a 
defensible boundary to be drawn that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core 
Strategy period. Where the recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had 
not been accepted by the Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt 
boundary has been drawn to follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites 
GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well 
defined by Saunders Lane to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary 
to the west has been defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. 
This will protect the purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the 
escarpment. Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green 
Belt boundary will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 The Green Belt Review also indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area, however this 
is misleading if the school is merely a precursor to housing 
on fields either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The school now has planning approval. The Council has always been clear that the site is 
allocated for a school and residential development. The justification for the residential 
development is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 The GBBR recommends Mayford proposals based on 
accessibility to Woking Town Centre. Google maps 
estimates 7 minutes whereas the actual time at peak times 
can be more than 30mins. The proposed construction in the 
area will increase this also. 
 
 
 
The Village is already at gridlock at peak times, a further 550 
homes will exacerbate problems 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Mayford was also recommended by the GBBR because of its 
close proximity to the Local Centre. Questions the validity of 
the Review as Mayford does not have the supporting 
infrastructure inc shops, doctors, dentist, medical facilities or 
schools just a Post Office and barbers. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

41 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

standards of provision in the area 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Residents would be isolated in Mayford unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network. Many roads are 
narrow, unlit and few have pedestrian footpaths. The three 
single lane bridges in the Village would be unable to handle 
additional traffic, with or without development.  
 
The B380 road outside the PO has repaired regularly due to 
traffic, further development would see the road become 
dangerous to cyclists and other vehicles 

None stated. The proposed has planning permission. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the 
proposals are addressed in detail in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Public transport in Mayford is poor. Limited bus service and 
Worplesdon Train Station is inaccessible by foot (unlit 
pedestrian footpaths) 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention 
to this representation regarding pedestrian access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 There appears to be no consideration to the impact on 
Mayford’s infrastructure that the increased population will 
result in. There are no plans to upgrade the roads, railway 
bridges nor implement any solutions to deal with the existing 
traffic problems on Egley Road. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB8 Please reconsider the proposals. These will have a 
devastating impact on the  
 
-environment with relation to wildlife on our protected Heaths 
(Smarts Heath and Prey Heath),  
 
-infrastructure, lack of public services  
 
-the character of the historical village. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the 
Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity 
value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features.  
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Strong objection to the proposal for housing on all of the 
referenced sites (GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14).  
 
 
 
Brownfield sites should be considered before the removal of 
Green Belt . WBC have not verified through independent 
evidence that Brownfield sites have been exhausted first 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the 
area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the plan 
period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in “exceptional circumstance” which has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
Policy clearly states that “housing need - including for 
Traveller sites - does not justify the harm done to the Green 
Belt by inappropriate development”. The proposed Plans 
would be inappropriate development as they act as 
fundamental physical separation between Woking, Mayford 
and Guildford. The housing will fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the risk of merging 
of Woking and Guildford. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Disagree with the GBBR statement that Woking does not 
have a strong historical character. It has a strong history and 
is first mentioned in the Domesday Book in 1086 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. In addition, the special character of Mayford is 
recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that 
development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential 
character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach- it discounted and 
included land with the same constraints 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review 
is robust and consistently applied in the review. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 10 
of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council ha 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 The GBBR excluded SPA land, specifically Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath which are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as “Important Bird Areas” and therefore should 
be subject to SPA policies.  
 
 
 
Please note that they Mayford Village Society is pursuing the 
inclusion of Preys Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 

None stated. The 400m exclusion zone from the SPA is justified by Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy and the 
Saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan. It relates to designated SPAs. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that Mayford Village Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath as SPA. The 400m zone cannot apply because it is not yet designated. 
Nevertheless, the Council attaches significant importance to the protection of SSSIs and has 
robust policies such as Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to enable this objective to be achieved. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Basin Heath SPA, and if successful will result in a 400m 
development buffer zone where development is not allowed. 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 The land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 - referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 
submission.  
 
 
 
The GBBR proposes a change of boundaries without a 
Landscape Character Assessment. The validity of the 
Review is questionable and suggests that areas of 
landscape importance (e.g. Escarpments) have been 
ignored. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient 
evidence that the release of the proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a 
defensible boundary to be drawn that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core 
Strategy period. Where the recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had 
not been accepted by the Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt 
boundary has been drawn to follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites 
GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well 
defined by Saunders Lane to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary 
to the west has been defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. 
This will protect the purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the 
escarpment. Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green 
Belt boundary will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 The Green Belt Review also indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area, however this 
is misleading if the school is merely a precursor to housing 
on fields either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The school has planning permission. The Council has always been clear that the site is 
allocated for a school and residential development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 The GBBR recommends Mayford proposals based on 
accessibility to Woking Town Centre. Google maps 
estimates 7 minutes whereas the actual time at peak times 
can be more than 30mins. The proposed construction in the 
area will increase this also. 
 
 
 
The Village is already at gridlock at peak times, a further 550 
homes will exacerbate problems 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Mayford was also recommended by the GBBR because of its 
close proximity to the Local Centre. Questions the validity of 
the Review as Mayford does not have the supporting 
infrastructure inc shops, doctors, dentist, medical facilities or 
schools just a Post Office and barbers. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore help to reduce the 
need to travel by car.  
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Residents would be isolated in Mayford unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network. Many roads are 
narrow, unlit and few have pedestrian footpaths. The three 
single lane bridges in the Village would be unable to handle 
additional traffic, with or without development.  
 

None stated. The proposed has planning permission. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the 
proposals are addressed in detail in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The B380 road outside the PO has repaired regularly due to 
traffic, further development would see the road become 
dangerous to cyclists and other vehicles 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Public transport in Mayford is poor. Limited bus service and 
Worplesdon Train Station is inaccessible by foot (unlit 
pedestrian footpaths) 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention 
to this representation regarding pedestrian access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 There appears to be no consideration to the impact on 
Mayford’s infrastructure that the increased population will 
result in. There are no plans to upgrade the roads, railway 
bridges nor implement any solutions to deal with the existing 
traffic problems on Egley Road. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB9 Please reconsider the proposals. These will have a 
devastating impact on the  
 
-environment with relation to wildlife on our protected Heaths 
(Smarts Heath and Prey Heath),  
 
-infrastructure, lack of public services  
 
-the character of the historical village. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the 
Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity 
value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features.  
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Strong objection to the proposal for housing on all of the 
referenced sites (GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14).  
 
 
 
Brownfield sites should be considered before the removal of 
Green Belt . WBC have not verified through independent 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to 
meet the development needs of the area. The evidence demonstrate that there is not sufficient 
brownfield land to meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue has 
been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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evidence that Brownfield sites have been exhausted first Section 11. 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in “exceptional circumstance” which has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
Policy clearly states that “housing need - including for 
Traveller sites - does not justify the harm done to the Green 
Belt by inappropriate development”. The proposed Plans 
would be inappropriate development as they act as 
fundamental physical separation between Woking, Mayford 
and Guildford. The housing will fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the risk of merging 
of Woking and Guildford. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to 
meet the development needs of the area. The evidence demonstrate that there is not sufficient 
brownfield land to meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue has 
been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Disagree with the GBBR statement that Woking does not 
have a strong historical character. It has a strong history and 
is first mentioned in the Domesday Book in 1086 

None stated. A clear explanation of why the purpose of preserving the setting and special character of 
historic towns was not included in the Green Belt boundary review is explained in the Green 
Belt boundary review report. By definition, Woking does not have a historic town. This does not 
in any way imply that it does not have a strong history. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach- it discounted and 
included land with the same constraints 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review 
is robust and has been applied consistently. The Council does not think that it has been 
inconsistent in its decisions either. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 The GBBR excluded SPA land, specifically Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath which are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as “Important Bird Areas” and therefore should 
be subject to SPA policies.  
 
 
 
Please note that they Mayford Village Society is pursuing the 
inclusion of Preys Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, and if successful will result in a 400m 
development buffer zone where development is not allowed. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. 
The Council is satisfied the intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 
pitches will not have significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be 
adequately mitigated by the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with 
Natural England and no objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact 
on the SSSI. In addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County 
Council and the other Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-
wide Landscape Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led 
the Council to different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on 
landscape grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s 
website. There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any 
proposal for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure 
any adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably 
mitigated. The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will 
continue to apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design. The 
Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure an 
effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 The land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 - referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 
submission.  
 
 
 
The GBBR proposes a change of boundaries without a 
Landscape Character Assessment. The validity of the 
Review is questionable and suggests that areas of 
landscape importance (e.g. Escarpments) have been 
ignored. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area, including the escarpment. The Green Belt boundary review 
assessed the landscape sensitivity of each site to accommodate change. The Council has 
since the publication of the DPD carried out a landscape character assessment. There is 
nothing in it that would have required the Council to make different decisions on the site. The 
landscape implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Options Topic Paper. See Section 7. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 The Green Belt Review also indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area, however this 
is misleading if the school is merely a precursor to housing 
on fields either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road is allocated for a school and residential development. There is no 
ambiguity in the allocation regarding the proposed uses. The school application now has the 
benefit of planning approval. The Council is satisfied that the entire site can be developed 
without undermining the general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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50 Ollie Eden GB10 The GBBR recommends Mayford proposals based on 
accessibility to Woking Town Centre. Google maps 
estimates 7 minutes whereas the actual time at peak times 
can be more than 30mins. The proposed construction in the 
area will increase this also. 
 
 
 
The Village is already at gridlock at peak times, a further 550 
homes will exacerbate problems 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Mayford was also recommended by the GBBR because of its 
close proximity to the Local Centre. Questions the validity of 
the Review as Mayford does not have the supporting 
infrastructure inc shops, doctors, dentist, medical facilities or 
schools just a Post Office and barbers. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. The general approach 
to addressing the infrastructure needs to support the allocated sites is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3. As part of 
Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see 
how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in public transport 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Residents would be isolated in Mayford unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network. Many roads are 
narrow, unlit and few have pedestrian footpaths. The three 
single lane bridges in the Village would be unable to handle 
additional traffic, with or without development.  
 
The B380 road outside the PO has repaired regularly due to 
traffic, further development would see the road become 
dangerous to cyclists and other vehicles 

None stated. The proposed has planning permission. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the 
proposals are addressed in detail in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Public transport in Mayford is poor. Limited bus service and 
Worplesdon Train Station is inaccessible by foot (unlit 
pedestrian footpaths) 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention 
to this representation regarding pedestrian access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 There appears to be no consideration to the impact on 
Mayford’s infrastructure that the increased population will 
result in. There are no plans to upgrade the roads, railway 
bridges nor implement any solutions to deal with the existing 
traffic problems on Egley Road. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 and 
20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that takes into 
account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the proposals 
include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport implications of 
individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address them. The Council 
will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address cross boundary 
transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. 
The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and 
the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public 
transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB10 Please reconsider the proposals. These will have a 
devastating impact on the  
 
-environment with relation to wildlife on our protected Heaths 
(Smarts Heath and Prey Heath),  
 
-infrastructure, lack of public services  
 
-the character of the historical village. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by 
Section 3 and 20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that 
takes into account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the 
proposals include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport 
implications of individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address 
them. The Council will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address 
cross boundary transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is 
working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively 
enhance existing operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy. The implications of the proposals on the heritage assets of the area is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19. 
The Council is satisfied that overall, the proposals will not undermine the character of the area. 
This matter has been generally addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 23. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Strong objection to the proposal for housing on all of the 
referenced sites (GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14).  
 
 
 
Brownfield sites should be considered before the removal of 
Green Belt . WBC have not verified through independent 
evidence that Brownfield sites have been exhausted first 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
Council has carried out an assessment of the capacity of the urban area to meet the 
development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to meet development 
needs over the entire plan period. This particular issue is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in “exceptional circumstance” which has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
Policy clearly states that “housing need - including for 
Traveller sites - does not justify the harm done to the Green 
Belt by inappropriate development”. The proposed Plans 
would be inappropriate development as they act as 
fundamental physical separation between Woking, Mayford 
and Guildford. The housing will fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the risk of merging 
of Woking and Guildford. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Disagree with the GBBR statement that Woking does not 
have a strong historical character. It has a strong history and 
is first mentioned in the Domesday Book in 1086 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. In addition, the special character of Mayford is 
recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that 
development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential 
character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach- it discounted and 
included land with the same constraints 

None stated. The methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review is robust and has been 
consistently applied in carrying out the review. This matter has been addressed in the Councils 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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50 Ollie Eden GB11 The GBBR excluded SPA land, specifically Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath which are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as “Important Bird Areas” and therefore should 
be subject to SPA policies.  
 
 
 
Please note that they Mayford Village Society is pursuing the 
inclusion of Preys Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, and if successful will result in a 400m 
development buffer zone where development is not allowed. 

None stated. The 400m exclusion zone from the SPA is justified by Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy and the 
Saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan. It relates to designated SPAs. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that Mayford Village Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath as SPA, it is not yet designated SPA and the SPA policy can therefore not apply. 
Nevertheless, the Council attaches significant importance to the protection of SSSIs and Policy 
CS7 of the Core Strategy is robust enough to enable this objective to be achieved. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 The land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 - referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 
submission.  
 
 
 
The GBBR proposes a change of boundaries without a 
Landscape Character Assessment. The validity of the 
Review is questionable and suggests that areas of 
landscape importance (e.g. Escarpments) have been 
ignored. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient 
evidence that the release of the proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a 
defensible boundary to be drawn that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core 
Strategy period. Where the recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had 
not been accepted by the Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt 
boundary has been drawn to follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites 
GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well 
defined by Saunders Lane to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary 
to the west has been defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. 
This will protect the purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the 
escarpment. Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green 
Belt boundary will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 The Green Belt Review also indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area, however this 
is misleading if the school is merely a precursor to housing 
on fields either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The Council has always been clear that the Egley Road site is allocated for a school and 
residential development. The school now has the benefit of planning approval. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 The GBBR recommends Mayford proposals based on 
accessibility to Woking Town Centre. Google maps 
estimates 7 minutes whereas the actual time at peak times 
can be more than 30mins. The proposed construction in the 
area will increase this also. 
 
 
 
The Village is already at gridlock at peak times, a further 550 
homes will exacerbate problems 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of 
sites by reference to their proximity to key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline 
in calculating the accessibility to local services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect 
real-time conditions or peak hour journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in 
sustainable locations. The Council has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses 
the transport/traffic impacts of the proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to 
inform the modelling. Any mitigation measures that will be necessary will be informed by the 
Transport Assessment and not the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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review. 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Mayford was also recommended by the GBBR because of its 
close proximity to the Local Centre. Questions the validity of 
the Review as Mayford does not have the supporting 
infrastructure inc shops, doctors, dentist, medical facilities or 
schools just a Post Office and barbers. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Residents would be isolated in Mayford unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network. Many roads are 
narrow, unlit and few have pedestrian footpaths. The three 
single lane bridges in the Village would be unable to handle 
additional traffic, with or without development.  
 
The B380 road outside the PO has repaired regularly due to 
traffic, further development would see the road become 
dangerous to cyclists and other vehicles 

None stated. The proposed has planning permission. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the 
proposals are addressed in detail in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Public transport in Mayford is poor. Limited bus service and 
Worplesdon Train Station is inaccessible by foot (unlit 
pedestrian footpaths) 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention 
to this representation regarding pedestrian access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 There appears to be no consideration to the impact on 
Mayford’s infrastructure that the increased population will 
result in. There are no plans to upgrade the roads, railway 
bridges nor implement any solutions to deal with the existing 
traffic problems on Egley Road. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB11 Please reconsider the proposals. These will have a 
devastating impact on the  
 
-environment with relation to wildlife on our protected Heaths 
(Smarts Heath and Prey Heath),  
 
-infrastructure, lack of public services  
 
-the character of the historical village. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Strong objection to the proposal for housing on all of the 
referenced sites (GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14).  
 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the 
area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the plan 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

51 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

 
 
Brownfield sites should be considered before the removal of 
Green Belt . WBC have not verified through independent 
evidence that Brownfield sites have been exhausted first 

period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in “exceptional circumstance” which has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
Policy clearly states that “housing need - including for 
Traveller sites - does not justify the harm done to the Green 
Belt by inappropriate development”. The proposed Plans 
would be inappropriate development as they act as 
fundamental physical separation between Woking, Mayford 
and Guildford. The housing will fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the risk of merging 
of Woking and Guildford. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It not envisaged that the proposals 
will undermine the physical separation between Mayford and Guildford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Disagree with the GBBR statement that Woking does not 
have a strong historical character. It has a strong history and 
is first mentioned in the Domesday Book in 1086 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. In addition, the special character of Mayford is 
recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that 
development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential 
character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach- it discounted and 
included land with the same constraints 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review 
is robust and consistently applied in the review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 The GBBR excluded SPA land, specifically Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath which are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as “Important Bird Areas” and therefore should 
be subject to SPA policies.  
 
 
 
Please note that they Mayford Village Society is pursuing the 
inclusion of Preys Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, and if successful will result in a 400m 
development buffer zone where development is not allowed. 

None stated. The 400m exclusion zone from the SPA is justified by Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy and the 
Saved Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan. It relates to designated SPAs. Whilst it is 
acknowledged that Mayford Village Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath as SPS, it is not designated and the SPA cannot apply. Nevertheless, the 
Council attached significant importance to the protection of SSSIs and has robust policies such 
as CS7 of the Core Strategy to ensure its protection. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 The land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 - referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 
submission.  
 
 
 
The GBBR proposes a change of boundaries without a 
Landscape Character Assessment. The validity of the 
Review is questionable and suggests that areas of 
landscape importance (e.g. Escarpments) have been 
ignored. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the  heritage assets or 
landscape setting of the area. this matter has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. See Section 19 and 7. The key requirements of the proposals will 
requirement archaeological survey to be carried out to inform planning application decisions. 
The Council has also carried out a Landscape Character Assessment and has robust policies 
to ensure that the development of the sites do not undermine the setting of any historic or 
landscape assets of the area. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the 
Green Belt boundary review is robust and has been applied consistently throughout the review. 
The DPD is informed by a range of evidence. Collectively, they justify the allocation of the 
sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 The Green Belt Review also indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area, however this 
is misleading if the school is merely a precursor to housing 
on fields either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The Council has always been clear the  Egley Road site GB8 is allocated for a school and 
residential development. The school now has the benefit of planning approval. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 The GBBR recommends Mayford proposals based on 
accessibility to Woking Town Centre. Google maps 
estimates 7 minutes whereas the actual time at peak times 
can be more than 30mins. The proposed construction in the 
area will increase this also. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Village is already at gridlock at peak times, a further 550 
homes will exacerbate problems 

proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The traffic implications of the 
proposals is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 20. 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Mayford was also recommended by the GBBR because of its 
close proximity to the Local Centre. Questions the validity of 
the Review as Mayford does not have the supporting 
infrastructure inc shops, doctors, dentist, medical facilities or 
schools just a Post Office and barbers. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Residents would be isolated in Mayford unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Mayford has a very poor road network. Many roads are 
narrow, unlit and few have pedestrian footpaths. The three 
single lane bridges in the Village would be unable to handle 
additional traffic, with or without development.  
 
The B380 road outside the PO has repaired regularly due to 
traffic, further development would see the road become 
dangerous to cyclists and other vehicles 

None stated. The proposed has planning permission. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the 
proposals are addressed in detail in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Public transport in Mayford is poor. Limited bus service and 
Worplesdon Train Station is inaccessible by foot (unlit 
pedestrian footpaths) 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention 
to this representation regarding pedestrian access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 There appears to be no consideration to the impact on 
Mayford’s infrastructure that the increased population will 
result in. There are no plans to upgrade the roads, railway 
bridges nor implement any solutions to deal with the existing 
traffic problems on Egley Road. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

50 Ollie Eden GB14 Please reconsider the proposals. These will have a 
devastating impact on the  
 
-environment with relation to wildlife on our protected Heaths 
(Smarts Heath and Prey Heath),  
 
-infrastructure, lack of public services  
 
-the character of the historical village. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB10 Egley Road is already heavily congested during rush hour. 
The proposals would exacerbate this 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB11 Egley Road is already heavily congested during rush hour. 
The proposals would exacerbate this 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB14 Egley Road is already heavily congested during rush hour. 
The proposals would exacerbate this 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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287 Roy Edwards GB14 Not necessary to remove GB14 from the GB to create green 
infrastructure 

None stated. The site formed part of a wider parcel in the Green Belt Boundary Review (GBBR). The GBBR 
concluded that the sites within the parcel should be comprehensively planned to include 
various uses including green infrastructure. This site was considered suitable for green 
infrastructure only due to its more prominent position at a higher point on the Escarpment of 
rising ground.  
Taking into account the wider parcel and the proposed site allocations, alongside the need to 
ensure a clear well defined boundary. It is considered that GB14 should be removed from the 
GB boundary and allocated for Green Infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB10 Object to the release of Green Belt at GB10, 11, 14. 
Government policy on Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl 
and to keep it permanently open. The proposals are not 
consistent with the purpose. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB11 Object to the release of Green Belt at GB10, 11, 14. 
Government policy on Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl 
and to keep it permanently open. The proposals are not 
consistent with the purpose. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB14 Object to the release of Green Belt at GB10, 11, 14. 
Government policy on Green Belt is to prevent urban sprawl 
and to keep it permanently open. The proposals are not 
consistent with the purpose. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB10 Land should be released in exceptional circumstances.  
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated for 
Identifying sites within the Green Belt for 1200 homes post 
the plan period (2027-2040).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB11 Land should be released in exceptional circumstances.  
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated for 
Identifying sites within the Green Belt for 1200 homes post 
the plan period (2027-2040).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB14 Land should be released in exceptional circumstances.  
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated for 
Identifying sites within the Green Belt for 1200 homes post 
the plan period (2027-2040).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB10 The sites were considered favourably due to proximity to a 
Local Centre but there is a lack of supporting infrastructure in 
this location 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB11 The sites were considered favourably due to proximity to a 
Local Centre but there is a lack of supporting infrastructure in 
this location 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

287 Roy Edwards GB14 The sites were considered favourably due to proximity to a 
Local Centre but there is a lack of supporting infrastructure in 
this location 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

1170 David C. Edwards GB10 We object to the removal of GB10, GB11 and GB14 from the 
Green Belt and proposals to build houses on GB10 and 
GB11 post 2027. Whilst some development is needed, the 
sheer scale proposed lacks credibility. No exceptional need 
is proven justifying the additional 1,200 homes on Green Belt 
land. Adoption of these plans would hasten urban sprawl.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character and identity of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1170 David C. Edwards GB11 We object to the removal of GB10, GB11 and GB14 from the 
Green Belt and proposals to build houses on GB10 and 
GB11 post 2027. Whilst some development is needed, the 
sheer scale proposed lacks credibility. No exceptional need 
is proven justifying the additional 1,200 homes on Green Belt 
land. Adoption of these plans would hasten urban sprawl.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
safeguarding of land to meet future development needs between 2027 and 2040 is particularly 
justified in Section 2 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1170 David C. Edwards GB14 We object to the removal of GB10, GB11 and GB14 from the 
Green Belt and proposals to build houses on GB10 and 
GB11 post 2027. Whilst some development is needed, the 
sheer scale proposed lacks credibility. No exceptional need 
is proven justifying the additional 1,200 homes on Green Belt 
land. Adoption of these plans would hasten urban sprawl.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

133 M J Edwin GB10 Strongly object to Green Belt being used in Saunders Lane 
in an unsympathetic manner and the gross impact on the 
environment. Saunders Lane already suffers from speeding 
issues, difficult access at all points, over the bridge, 
crossroads at Blackhorse Road (many accident), a narrow 
(often closed) bridge and blind ben at each end of Black 
Horse Road used by Saunders Lane traffic. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by 
Section 3 and 20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that 
takes into account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the 
proposals include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport 
implications of individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address 
them. The Council will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address 
cross boundary transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is 
working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively 
enhance existing operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

133 M J Edwin GB11 Strongly object to Green Belt being used in Saunders Lane 
in an unsympathetic manner and the gross impact on the 
environment. Saunders Lane already suffers from speeding 
issues, difficult access at all points, over the bridge, 
crossroads at Blackhorse Road (many accident), a narrow 
(often closed) bridge and blind ben at each end of Black 
Horse Road used by Saunders Lane traffic. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals include specific key requirements to ensure that satisfactory access is achieved. 
These are matters of detail that are dealt with at the planning application stage. The evidence 
suggests that satisfactory access can be achieved. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

133 M J Edwin GB10 Saunders Lane is often flooded, this will get worse. Small 
developments (Saunders Copse) can manage these 
problems, but 200+ houses, 300 more cars speeding can not 
be safe. The whole structure of the area will be devastated - 
wild life, health and safety etc. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is addressed in detail in Section 5 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test and it is not 
envisaged that the proposals will lead to unacceptable flood risk. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

133 M J Edwin GB11 Saunders Lane is often flooded, this will get worse. Small 
developments (Saunders Copse) can manage these 
problems, but 200+ houses, 300 more cars speeding can not 
be safe. The whole structure of the area will be devastated - 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is addressed in detail in Section 5 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test and it is not 
envisaged that the proposals will lead to unacceptable flood risk. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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wild life, health and safety etc. 

133 M J Edwin GB8 We have to have a school but traffic is already an overload. 
The add on sport facility (from Sheerwater) was not in the 
original plan. The out of hours facilities are not acceptable. 
Winston Churchill already has sports facilities. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

133 M J Edwin GB10 Strongly object. I have lived and taught locally since 1986 
and 1995 and am appalled that development of this scale 
has been considered in an already 'traffic overload' area. 
Has the developers looked into the NPPF flooding sequential 
tests - extreme rain pours down from the Hook Heath 
footpath into my and other properties. Surface water has 
always been a problem and will worsen if an estate is built. 
Please consider our objections to this potentially dreadful 
overload planning in wonderful Green Belt. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by 
Section 3 and 20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that 
takes into account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the 
proposals include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport 
implications of individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address 
them. The Council will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address 
cross boundary transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is 
working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively 
enhance existing operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy. Flooding issues are comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 The site is not sustainable. The GBBR noted that if based on 
sustainable locations, Option 3 would be the most 
appropriate and would deliver 550 homes in the Plan period 
as well as additional homes post 2027. Parcel 7 could be 
included to be safeguarded but further investigation would be 
needed.  

None stated. The Council considers the proposed allocated sites to be the most sustainable when compared 
to reasonable alternatives. The alternative sites and their assessment against sustainability 
objectives are set out in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and is available on the Council's 
website.  
 
Although the Council has not taken forward all of the recommendations of the Green Belt 
boundary review, it has taken forward the majority of Option 3 in the report. The draft Site 
Allocations DPD proposes to bring forward parcel 4 first (Site GB15 and GB16 in the DPD) 
whilst safeguarding the remaining sites for development post 2027 (including site GB9). It has 
not however taken forward Parcel 7. The reasons for this are set out in the SA.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1620 A Eggington GB8 The site is not sustainable. The GBBR noted that if based on 
sustainable locations, Option 3 would be the most 
appropriate and would deliver 550 homes in the Plan period 
as well as additional homes post 2027. Parcel 7 could be 
included to be safeguarded but further investigation would be 
needed.  

None stated. The Council considers the proposed allocated sites to be the most sustainable when compared 
to reasonable alternatives. The alternative sites and their assessment against sustainability 
objectives are set out in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and is available on the Council's 
website.  
 
Although the Council has not taken forward all of the recommendations of the Green Belt 
boundary review, it has taken forward the majority of Option 3 in the report. The draft Site 
Allocations DPD proposes to bring forward parcel 4 first (Site GB15 and GB16 in the DPD) 
whilst safeguarding the remaining sites for development post 2027 (including site GB8). It has 
not however taken forward Parcel 7. The reasons for this are set out in the SA.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington General Green Belts were formed to preserve natural beauty of the 
countryside, all its wildlife which is an important aspect for 
our survival. The more we take can only lead to our downfall 
and irretrievable situations for future generations. I therefore 
object to removing land from the Green Belt.  

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Objects to the proposal. Mayford is semi rural in character 
and mentioned in the Doomsday Book. It is an identifiable 
delight of the borough and forms part of the national identity 
of protecting small villages and hamlets. These villages are a 
unique aspect of Britain and makes it the envy of the world. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Mayford has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, in particular 
paragraph 12.2. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 Strongly object. Mayford, since before the Doomsday Book, 
has managed to retain a semi rural feel. The village forms 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Mayford has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, in particular 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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part of the country’s identity and is a unique aspect of Britain.  paragraph 12.2. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB7 Object to proposals. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 There will be an increase in traffic, pollution, noise, crime, 
loss of green fields and escarpment feature. These are 
additional reasons why the proposal should not take place. 

None stated. The representation regarding traffic has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The representation regarding flooding has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The environmental impact of the proposed allocation has been carefully considered by the 
Council. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process has been used to appraise sites for 
development, taking into account a wide range of environmental indicators. The appraisal 
alongside the other documents within the Council's evidence base indicate that the site is 
suitable for development whilst making sure that the Green Belt is not undermined in its overall 
purpose and integrity. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 
 
In addition, the Development Management Policies DPD contains robust policy wording to 
prevent development proposals that will have a significant negative impact on air quality 
without identifying and implementing suitable mitigation measures. 
 
The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on air quality. Where a negative 
impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation measures to be implemented. This can 
only be determined at the planning application stage, when development proposals are 
considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can be used to establish air quality 
levels. 
 
The impact of the proposed school at GB8 on air quality has been considered by the Council. 
This is set out within the Officers Report to the Planning Committee, paragraph 137 to 140. 
The impact on noise pollution has also been considered and also set out in the Officers Report. 
 
There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed safeguarding if this site for future 
development needs will result in an increase in crime or the fear of crime locally.  
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view.  
 
The representation regarding the impact of development on landscape has been addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 There will be an increase in traffic, pollution, noise, crime, 
loss of green fields and escarpment feature. These are 
additional reasons why the proposal should not take place. 

None stated. The representation regarding traffic has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The representation regarding flooding has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The environmental impact of the proposed allocation has been carefully considered by the 
Council. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process has been used to appraise sites for 
development, taking into account a wide range of environmental indicators. The appraisal 
alongside the other documents within the Council's evidence base indicate that the site is 
suitable for development whilst making sure that the Green Belt is not undermined in its overall 
purpose and integrity. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 
 
In addition, the Development Management Policies DPD contains robust policy wording to 
prevent development proposals that will have a significant negative impact on air quality or 
noise levels without identifying and implementing suitable mitigation measures. 
 
The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on air quality. Where a negative 
impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation measures to be implemented. This can 
only be determined at the planning application stage, when development proposals are 
considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can be used to establish air quality 
levels. 
 
There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed safeguarding if this site for future 
development needs will result in an increase in crime or the fear of crime locally.  
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view.  
 
The representation regarding the impact of development on landscape has been addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

1620 A Eggington GB8 The proposals would conflict with the NPPF, Chapter 11 para 
109. 

None stated. The Council believe that the sites identified in the draft Site Allocations DPD are consistent with 
both national and local planning policy. The Council's overall approach to the principle of Green 
Belt development to meet housing needs is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
The Site Allocations DPD is informed by robust evidence, including, the Green Belt boundary 
review, a Sustainability Appraisal Report, Habitats Regulations Assessment, Transport 
Assessment and other evidence base listed in Appendix 1 of the DPD.  In accordance with the 
Duty to Cooperate the input of key stakeholders such as the County Council, Natural England, 
and the Environment Agency have been taken into account before the DPD was published and 
the Council will continue to involve them at all the key stages of the process. The Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) in particular highlights the social, environmental and economic impacts of the 
proposed allocations as well as all reasonable alternative sites.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

60 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1620 A Eggington GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted. Brownfield sites will continue to come 
forward and therefore it can not be stated that they are ever 
completely exhausted. The government has proposed a 
policy to building on brownfield sites and protecting Green 
Belt land. Green Belt should only be used in an extreme 
case and this proposal is not one.  

None stated. The representation regarding brownfield sites has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 
 
Whilst there has been further clarification on national Green Belt policy, there has been no 
change of policy of material significance since the Core Strategy was adopted in 2012. More 
information on this is set out on the Council website and within the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted. Brownfield sites will continue to come 
forward and therefore it can not be stated that they are ever 
completely exhausted. The government has proposed a 
policy to building on brownfield sites and protecting Green 
Belt land. Green Belt should only be used in an extreme 
case and this proposal is not one.  

None stated. The representation regarding brownfield sites has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 
 
Whilst there has been further clarification on national Green Belt policy, there has been no 
change of policy of material significance since the Core Strategy was adopted in 2012. More 
information on this is set out on the Council website and within the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1620 A Eggington GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Egley Road is the last remaining field of local agricultural 
history and it is hoped that it will be used for agriculture once 
again. It is a wildlife haven supporting legally protected 
species. To lose it would be a crime and strip Mayford of its 
identity. 

None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality.  
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 
 
Through the measures set out above as well as the existing policy and guidance regarding 
biodiversity and green infrastructure, the Council believe that the allocation of this site will not 
have a significant harmful impact on this element of Mayford's character. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Houses can not be built without 
supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon Station 
will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Woking has the worst farming statistics in Surrey with a 
disregard to support farming. Removing Green Belt land will 
reduce the opportunity to farm in the future and the visual 
amenity benefits of farming.  

None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 Woking has the worst farming statistics in Surrey with a 
disregard to support farming. Removing Green Belt land will 
reduce the opportunity to farm in the future and the visual 
amenity benefits of farming.  

None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Woking has less Green Belt land than neighbouring 
boroughs. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

1620 A Eggington GB9 Woking has less Green Belt land than neighbouring 
boroughs. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB8 Woking has a higher population density than neighbouring 
boroughs and the 108th highest in the UK. 

None stated. As set out in the Core Strategy, well designed high density development will be encouraged, in 
particular in the Town Centre. High density development supports sustainable communities 
where people have good access to housing, services, transport and infrastructure in close 
proximity. Therefore it is misinformed that high density settlements are a negative 
characteristic of urban environments. 
 
It should also be noted that lower density development across the Borough could require the 
Council to identify more Green Belt land to meet the identified housing need.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1620 A Eggington GB9 Woking is the 108th densest district in the UK. People living 
in this environment need access to green space for heath 
and wellbeing. WBC should be seeking brownfield sites to 
development rather than Green Belt. 

None stated. As set out in the Core Strategy, well designed high density development will be encouraged, in 
particular in the Town Centre. High density development supports sustainable communities 
where people have good access to housing, services, transport and infrastructure in close 
proximity. Therefore it is misinformed that high density settlements are a negative 
characteristic of urban environments. 
 
It should also be noted that lower density development across the Borough could require the 
Council to identify more Green Belt land to meet the identified housing need.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1576 D.W. Eggins GB12 The proposals will result in the destruction of the village and 
local Green Belt. 

None stated. The Council's response to the principle of Green Belt development and safeguarding land for 
future development needs is set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 
and Section 2.0. 
 
The representation regarding the impact on the character of the village has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1576 D.W. Eggins GB13 The proposals will result in the destruction of the village and 
local Green Belt. 

None stated. The Council's response to the principle of Green Belt development and safeguarding land for 
future development needs is set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 
and Section 2.0. 
 
The representation regarding the impact on the character of the village has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1576 D.W. Eggins GB12 What is the point of Green Belt if local politicians can 
approve for it to be developed. Objects to development 
proposals in Pyrford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1576 D.W. Eggins GB13 What is the point of Green Belt if local politicians can 
approve for it to be developed. Objects to development 
proposals in Pyrford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB7 Ten Acre Farm is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI 
used by residents of Mayford for leisure purposes. Increased 
use of the site would decrease visual amenity and character 
of the area and increase risk to wildlife due to increased 
number of domestic animals in close proximity. Over the 
years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

Woking's 
Traveller sites 
are 
concentrated 
in one part of 
the Borough – 
Hatchingtan, 
Burdenshott 
Road (one 
mile from Ten 
Acre Farm), 
Ten Acre 
Farm, 
Mayford, and 
Brookwood 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Lye (three 
miles from Ten 
Acre Farm)  

The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

1212 Paul Egginton GB7 Ten Acre Farm is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI 
used by residents of Mayford for leisure purposes. Increased 
use of the site would decrease visual amenity and character 
of the area and increase risk to wildlife due to increased 
number of domestic animals in close proximity. Over the 
years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 I strongly object to GB8 and GB9 being removed from the 
Green Belt. Mayford has had a semi rural feel despite urban 
sprawl of Woking. It is a delight, part of our national identity 
of protecting small villages/hamlets. GB8 is the last 
remaining insight into local farming history and hope of its 
return. It is a wildlife haven supporting a number of protected 
species, deer, birds, bats, reptiles; a remarkable environment 
so close to a town. A crime to lose this. 

In the report 
Peter Brett set 
out 3 options 
in which it 
stated: ‘If the 
council wishes 
to give priority 
to the most 
sustainable 
location for 
new 
development, 
the report 
recommends 
Option 3 to be 
the most 
appropriate.’ ¡ 
Option3. Bring 
forward parcel 
4 first. This 
would provide 
550 dwellings 
on its own, 
with 42 
additional 
dwellings 
which would 
need to be 
provided after 
2027. All the 
remaining 
parcels and 
sites would 
then be 
safeguarded 
for the period 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy. The proposals will not impact on the most versatile agricultural land in the area. 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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2027 – 2040. 
Parcel 7 could 
be included 
within the 
safeguarded 
area to ensure 
deliverability 
and provide 
flexibility, but 
investigations 
would need to 
be undertaken 
in regard to its 
potential 
availability. 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 I strongly object to GB8 and GB9 being removed from the 
Green Belt. Mayford has had a semi rural feel despite urban 
sprawl of Woking. It is a delight, part of our national identity 
of protecting small villages/hamlets. GB8 is the last 
remaining insight into local farming history and hope of its 
return. It is a wildlife haven supporting a number of protected 
species, deer, birds, bats, reptiles; a remarkable environment 
so close to a town. A crime to lose this. 
 
It would not align with Government directives regarding the: 
planning system's contribution to and enhancement of the 
natural and local environment, including valued landscapes, 
geological conservation interests, soils, the wider benefits of 
ecosystem services; 
 net gains in biodiversity, resilient biodiversity networks, soil, 
air, water or noise pollution and land instability. Development 
would fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving  
Mayford as a separate settlement or impact on its character. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The Green Belt boundary review does not ignore the importance of landscape as a 
consideration in the site selection process. Indeed, the Council has applied the appropriate 
approach for assessing the landscape implications for developing the sites. This matter has 
been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.  The Green Belt boundary review also provides evidence to suggest that the 
proposed allocations north of Saunders Lane can be released from the Green Belt and 
developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. During the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets 
within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will 
encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation 
of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional 
biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core 
Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will 
consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural 
England during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry 
out prior assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in 
the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of 
any adverse effects prior to approval of the development. There are robust policies in the Core 
Strategy and the emerging Development Management Policies DPD to control noise and water 
pollution as a result of any development. The development can be undertaken without 
undermining the physical separation between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been 
addressed in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB9 I strongly object to GB8 and GB9 being removed from the 
Green Belt. Mayford has had a semi rural feel despite urban 
sprawl of Woking. It is a delight, part of our national identity 
of protecting small villages/hamlets. GB8 is the last 
remaining insight into local farming history and hope of its 
return. It is a wildlife haven supporting a number of protected 
species, deer, birds, bats, reptiles; a remarkable environment 
so close to a town. A crime to lose this. 
 
It would not align with Government directives regarding the: 
planning system's contribution to and enhancement of the 
natural and local environment, including valued landscapes, 
geological conservation interests, soils, the wider benefits of 
ecosystem services; net gains in biodiversity, resilient 
biodiversity networks, soil, air, water or noise pollution and 
land instability. Development would fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of merging Woking and 
Guildford, contrary to Green Belt policy. No consideration 
given to preserving Mayford as a separate settlement or 
impact on its character. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The Green Belt boundary review does not ignore the importance of landscape as a 
consideration in the site selection process. Indeed, the Council has applied the appropriate 
approach for assessing the landscape implications for developing the sites. This matter has 
been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey 
Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed 
sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to 
conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of 
designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make 
positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of 
linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  The Core Strategy and the emerging DM Policies DPD includes 
robust policies to manage noise, water pollution of any development that will come forward. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1212 Paul Egginton GB7 I strongly object. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

Woking's 
Traveller sites 
are 
concentrated 
in one part of 
the Borough – 
Hatchingtan, 
Burdenshott 
Road (one 
mile from Ten 
Acre Farm), 
Ten Acre 
Farm, 
Mayford, and 
Brookwood 
Lye (three 
miles from Ten 
Acre Farm)  

The DPD has not led to an increase in the number of Traveller sites in the Borough. It will 
however be intensifying the use of existing sites, and the Council accepts that this will lead to 
an increase in the number of pitches and consequently Travellers population in this part of the 
Borough. The existing sites have so far been well managed and there is every indication that 
they will continue to be well managed when additional pitches are delivered. Based on the 
sequential approach, the Council believes that the proposed site allocations relatively offer the 
most sustainable locations to meet Travellers accommodation needs when compared against 
other alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 The Peter Brett report recommended their option 3. None stated. The Council has used a range of evidence base to inform the Site Allocations DPD, including 
the Green Belt boundary review report. The Council believes that the Green Belt boundary 
review report is robust to provide reliable information to inform the DPD. However it is one of 
many for the Council to take into account. This matter is addressed in detail in Sections 10 and 
17 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Collectively, the evidence justifies the 
allocation of the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB9 The Peter Brett report recommended their option 3. None stated. The Council has used a range of evidence base to inform the Site Allocations DPD, including 
the Green Belt boundary review report. The Council believes that the Green Belt boundary 
review report is robust to provide reliable information to inform the DPD. However it is one of 
many for the Council to take into account. This matter is addressed in detail in Sections 10 and 
17 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Collectively, the evidence justifies the 
allocation of the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 Increase in traffic, pollution, flooding, noise, crime, loss of 
Green fields and escarpment feature are more reasons why 
it should remain in Green Belt and development should not 
go ahead. Green Belt is to preserve the natural beauty of 
countryside, its wildlife; the more we take can only lead to 
our downfall, and for future generations. I object. 

In the report 
Peter Brett set 
out 3 options 
in which it 
stated: ‘If the 
council wishes 
to give priority 
to the most 
sustainable 
location for 
new 
development, 
the report 
recommends 
Option 3 to be 
the most 
appropriate.’ ¡ 
Option3. Bring 
forward parcel 
4 first. This 
would provide 
550 dwellings 
on its own, 
with 42 
additional 
dwellings 
which would 
need to be 
provided after 
2027. All the 
remaining 

It is not envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the  heritage assets or 
landscape setting of the area. this matter has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. See Section 19 and 7. The key requirements of the proposals will 
requirement archaeological survey to be carried out to inform planning application decisions. 
The Council has also carried out a Landscape Character Assessment and has robust policies 
to ensure that the development of the sites do not undermine the setting of any historic or 
landscape assets of the area. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the 
Green Belt boundary review is robust and has been applied consistently throughout the review. 
The DPD is informed by a range of evidence. Collectively, they justify the allocation of the 
sites. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. Flooding issues  is 
addressed in Section 5. There are various robust  policies in the Core Strategy and the 
emerging Development Management Policies DPD to control pollution as a result of 
development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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parcels and 
sites would 
then be 
safeguarded 
for the period 
2027 – 2040. 
Parcel 7 could 
be included 
within the 
safeguarded 
area to ensure 
deliverability 
and provide 
flexibility, but 
investigations 
would need to 
be undertaken 
in regard to its 
potential 
availability. 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 Increase in traffic, pollution, flooding, noise, crime, loss of 
Green fields and escarpment feature are more reasons why 
it should remain in Green Belt and development should not 
go ahead. Green Belt is to preserve the natural beauty of 
countryside, its wildlife; the more we take can only lead to 
our downfall, and for future generations. I object. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the  heritage assets or 
landscape setting of the area. this matter has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. See Section 19 and 7. The key requirements of the proposals will 
requirement archaeological survey to be carried out to inform planning application decisions. 
The Council has also carried out a Landscape Character Assessment and has robust policies 
to ensure that the development of the sites do not undermine the setting of any historic or 
landscape assets of the area. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the 
Green Belt boundary review is robust and has been applied consistently throughout the review. 
The DPD is informed by a range of evidence. Collectively, they justify the allocation of the 
sites. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. Flooding issues  is 
addressed in Section 5. There are various robust  policies in the Core Strategy and the 
emerging Development Management Policies DPD to control pollution as a result of 
development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB9 Increase in traffic, pollution, flooding, noise, crime, loss of 
Green fields and escarpment feature are more reasons why 
it should remain in Green Belt and development should not 
go ahead. Green Belt is to preserve the natural beauty of 
countryside, its wildlife; the more we take can only lead to 
our downfall, and for future generations. I object. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the  heritage assets or 
landscape setting of the area. this matter has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. See Section 19 and 7. The key requirements of the proposals will 
requirement archaeological survey to be carried out to inform planning application decisions. 
The Council has also carried out a Landscape Character Assessment and has robust policies 
to ensure that the development of the sites do not undermine the setting of any historic or 
landscape assets of the area. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the 
Green Belt boundary review is robust and has been applied consistently throughout the review. 
The DPD is informed by a range of evidence. Collectively, they justify the allocation of the 
sites. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. Flooding issues  is 
addressed in Section 5. There are various robust  policies in the Core Strategy and the 
emerging Development Management Policies DPD to control pollution as a result of 
development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 It would not align with Government directives regarding the: 
planning system's contribution to and enhancement of the 
natural and local environment, including valued landscapes, 
geological conservation interests, soils, the wider benefits of 
ecosystem services; net gains in biodiversity, resilient 
biodiversity networks, soil, air, water or noise pollution and 
land instability. Development would fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of merging Woking and 
Guildford, contrary to Green Belt policy. No consideration 
given to preserving Mayford as a separate settlement or 
impact on its character. 

In the report 
Peter Brett set 
out 3 options 
in which it 
stated: ‘If the 
council wishes 
to give priority 
to the most 
sustainable 
location for 
new 
development, 
the report 
recommends 
Option 3 to be 

It is not envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the  heritage assets or 
landscape setting of the area. this matter has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. See Section 19 and 7. The key requirements of the proposals will ensure 
that water, biodiversity and noise implication any development that comes forward are 
comprehensively addressed. There are robust policies in the Core Strategy and the emerging 
Development Management Policies DPD to achieve these objectives. The character of 
Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. The identity of Mayford will therefore 
be retained. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the most 
appropriate.’ ¡ 
Option3. Bring 
forward parcel 
4 first. This 
would provide 
550 dwellings 
on its own, 
with 42 
additional 
dwellings 
which would 
need to be 
provided after 
2027. All the 
remaining 
parcels and 
sites would 
then be 
safeguarded 
for the period 
2027 – 2040. 
Parcel 7 could 
be included 
within the 
safeguarded 
area to ensure 
deliverability 
and provide 
flexibility, but 
investigations 
would need to 
be undertaken 
in regard to its 
potential 
availability. 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted. 

None stated.  The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of 
the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the 
plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted. 

In the report 
Peter Brett set 
out 3 options 
in which it 
stated: ‘If the 
council wishes 
to give priority 
to the most 
sustainable 
location for 
new 
development, 
the report 
recommends 
Option 3 to be 
the most 
appropriate.’ ¡ 
Option3. Bring 
forward parcel 
4 first. This 
would provide 

The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of 
the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the 
plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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550 dwellings 
on its own, 
with 42 
additional 
dwellings 
which would 
need to be 
provided after 
2027. All the 
remaining 
parcels and 
sites would 
then be 
safeguarded 
for the period 
2027 – 2040. 
Parcel 7 could 
be included 
within the 
safeguarded 
area to ensure 
deliverability 
and provide 
flexibility, but 
investigations 
would need to 
be undertaken 
in regard to its 
potential 
availability. 

1212 Paul Egginton General Please see GB8 and GB9 comments.  Woking's 
Traveller sites 
are 
concentrated 
in one part of 
the Borough – 
Hatchingtan, 
Burdenshott 
Road (one 
mile from Ten 
Acre Farm), 
Ten Acre 
Farm, 
Mayford, and 
Brookwood 
Lye (three 
miles from Ten 
Acre Farm)  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 
and 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB7 I strongly object. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. The DPD has not led to an increase in the number of Traveller sites in the Borough. It will 
however be intensifying the use of existing sites, and the Council accepts that this will lead to 
an increase in the number of pitches and consequently Travellers population in this part of the 
Borough. The existing sites have so far been well managed and there is every indication that 
they will continue to be well managed when additional pitches are delivered. Based on the 
sequential approach, the Council believes that the proposed site allocations relatively offer the 
most sustainable locations to meet Travellers accommodation needs when compared against 
other alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 

In the report 
Peter Brett set 
out 3 options 
in which it 
stated: ‘If the 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 
Wildlife will be wiped out as well as an increased risk to 
wildlife on the Heaths as they are in close proximity. Wildlife 
will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an increased 
risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the proximity of 
the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

council wishes 
to give priority 
to the most 
sustainable 
location for 
new 
development, 
the report 
recommends 
Option 3 to be 
the most 
appropriate.’ ¡ 
Option3. Bring 
forward parcel 
4 first. This 
would provide 
550 dwellings 
on its own, 
with 42 
additional 
dwellings 
which would 
need to be 
provided after 
2027. All the 
remaining 
parcels and 
sites would 
then be 
safeguarded 
for the period 
2027 – 2040. 
Parcel 7 could 
be included 
within the 
safeguarded 
area to ensure 
deliverability 
and provide 
flexibility, but 
investigations 
would need to 
be undertaken 
in regard to its 
potential 
availability. 

public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the 
Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity 
value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features.  
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 
Wildlife will be wiped out as well as an increased risk to 
wildlife on the Heaths as they are in close proximity. Wildlife 
will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an increased 
risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the proximity of 
the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

1212 Paul Egginton GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 
Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 Woking Borough Council has some of the worst Green Belt 
statistics (as a proportion) of all local boroughs (detailed 
statistics provided). Also the worst for population density and 
farming. Removing Green Belt prevents future generations 
from benefitting from local produce and seeing local farming. 
It will stop farming ever returning to the Borough. 

In the report 
Peter Brett set 
out 3 options 
in which it 
stated: ‘If the 
council wishes 
to give priority 
to the most 
sustainable 
location for 
new 
development, 
the report 
recommends 
Option 3 to be 
the most 
appropriate.’ ¡ 
Option3. Bring 
forward parcel 
4 first. This 
would provide 
550 dwellings 
on its own, 
with 42 
additional 
dwellings 
which would 
need to be 
provided after 
2027. All the 
remaining 
parcels and 
sites would 
then be 
safeguarded 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. It is not 
envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the most versatile agricultural land in the 
area. The Council believes that the proposals will ultimately ensure the enduring permanence 
of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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for the period 
2027 – 2040. 
Parcel 7 could 
be included 
within the 
safeguarded 
area to ensure 
deliverability 
and provide 
flexibility, but 
investigations 
would need to 
be undertaken 
in regard to its 
potential 
availability. 

1212 Paul Egginton GB8 Woking Borough Council has some of the worst Green Belt 
statistics (as a proportion) of all local boroughs (detailed 
statistics provided). Also the worst for population density and 
farming. Removing Green Belt prevents future generations 
from benefitting from local produce and seeing local farming. 
It will stop farming ever returning to the Borough. It is very 
clear the proposals removal of Green Belt is not sustainable. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. It is not 
envisaged that the proposals will adversely impact on the most versatile agricultural land in the 
area. The Council believes that the proposals will ultimately ensure the enduring permanence 
of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton GB9 Woking Borough Council has some of the worst Green Belt 
statistics (as a proportion) of all local boroughs (detailed 
statistics provided). Also the worst for population density and 
farming. Removing Green Belt prevents future generations 
from benefitting from local produce and seeing local farming. 
It will stop farming ever returning to the Borough. It is very 
clear the proposals removal of Green Belt is not sustainable. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. It is not 
envisaged that the proposals will significantly impact on the most versatile agricultural land in 
the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1212 Paul Egginton SA Table 
Green Belt 
sites 

Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of the 
Borough. 

Woking's 
Traveller sites 
are 
concentrated 
in one part of 
the Borough – 
Hatchingtan, 
Burdenshott 
Road (one 
mile from Ten 
Acre Farm), 
Ten Acre 
Farm, 
Mayford, and 
Brookwood 
Lye (three 
miles from Ten 
Acre Farm)  

This matter is comprehensively addressed in Section 22 of the Council's Issues and Matter 
Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB7 Mayford resident, Objects to an increase of Traveller pitches 
on the site.  
Believes that Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the Borough. Therefore Mayford already makes a major 
contribution towards the traveller community and there is no 
justification for further expansion here. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
preserving the character or keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
preserving the character or keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
preserving the character or keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
preserving the character or keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
preserving the character or keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB7 A significant increase in Traveller pitches will reduce the 
visual amenity of the area and increase risk to wildlife on the 
adjoining SSSI. 
Successive planning inspectors have refused planning 
permission on the site as it would reduce the openness of 
the GB 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  
Reconsider plans. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  
Reconsider plans. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  
Reconsider plans. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  
Reconsider plans. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  
Reconsider plans. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford village. Mayford is unique and is 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford village. Mayford is unique and is 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford village. Mayford is unique and is 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford village. Mayford is unique and is 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford village. Mayford is unique and is 
mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

76 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB8 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB9 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB10 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB11 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1285 F.J. Ekins GB14 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

129 Alex Elbourn General Like many Pyrford residents we choose to live here because 
of the semi-rural nature of the village which is surrounded by 
beautiful countryside. It would be a tragedy if the character of 
the village is lost through the vast building plans proposed. 
The community would not be able to sustain the huge influx 
of people and cars within the current infrastructure. 
Coldharbour Road is already over-congested with non-
Pyrford residents whose children attend the local school, 
which would only get worse. Many people would be also be 
concerned about property depreciation if this building is 
allowed to happen. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 , 
2 and 23. The assessment of the transport and infrastructure implications of the proposals is 
addressed by  Sections 20 and 3 of the Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the proposals will 
affect property prices in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

129 Alex Elbourn General Hope the Council will take into consideration the character 
and feel of Pyrford village and how precious this is to 
residents in any future decisions. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a number of studies and have included a series of key 
requirements as part of the allocations to make sure that the character of the area is not 
significantly undermined. See Sections 8 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB12 Hopes the Council will consider the character and feel of 
Pyrford village, and how precious this is to local residents in 
decision about our future. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB13 Hopes the Council will consider the character and feel of 
Pyrford village, and how precious this is to local residents in 
decision about our future. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB12 Chose to live in Pyrford because of its semi-rural nature, 
surrounded by beautiful countryside. It would be a tragedy if 
our village lost its character due to the proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 23.0.  
 
The Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design, the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD include robust policies and guidance to make sure that development does not 
have unacceptable impacts on the environment and requires development to be built to high 
design standards. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB13 Chose to live in Pyrford because of its semi-rural nature, 
surrounded by beautiful countryside. It would be a tragedy if 
our village lost its character due to the proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 23.0.  
 
The Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design, the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD include robust policies and guidance to make sure that development does not 
have unacceptable impacts on the environment and requires development to be built to high 
design standards. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1380 Alex Elbourn GB12 Concerned about depreciation of property values if building 
is allowed.  

None stated. Whilst the Council sympathises with these concerns, the impact on property values in not a 
planning issue.  
The Council is confident that it has robust policies to ensure proposals will be of a high quality 
design and construction and is sympathetic to the character of the surrounding area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB13 Concerned about depreciation of property values if building 
is allowed.  

None stated. Whilst the Council sympathises with these concerns, the impact on property values in not a 
planning issue.  
The Council is confident that it has robust policies to ensure proposals will be of a high quality 
design and construction and is sympathetic to the character of the surrounding area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB12 The community would not be able to sustain itself due to the 
impact of the huge influx of people and cars on the roads 
and local school. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6, 3.8 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1380 Alex Elbourn GB13 The community would not be able to sustain itself due to the 
impact of the huge influx of people and cars on the roads 
and local school. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6, 3.8 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

269 C Elford GB8 Keep Green Belt for the purpose it was intended for. To 
protect the countryside, wildlife and for future generations 

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt in line with Government priorities. The 
reason for the proposed release of small areas within the Green Belt has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

269 C Elford GB8 Concerned about increased traffic None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 particularly 3.6 and Section 20.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

269 C Elford GB8 Concerned about loss of green fields and landscape features 
(Escarpments) 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Please also see Section 7.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

269 C Elford GB8 Objects to removal of land from Green Belt Don't remove 
land from the 
Green Belt 

The Council sympathises with these objections however it is necessary for the Council to 
identify sites within the Green Belt to deliver sufficient housing in the Borough to meet the 
identified housing need. This has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

269 C Elford GB8 Concerned about increased pollution None stated. Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment, including Policies DM5-DM8 to 
mitigate against various types of pollution. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 21.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

269 C Elford GB8 Concerned about loss of wildlife None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council recognise that 
individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1166 Suzanna Eliot GB12 I oppose the proposed housing developments. We have 
seen the area change - not for the better. I have been 
shocked at the increase in cars at school drop off and pick 
up time, causing real issues along Coldharbour Road. 
Parking often inconsiderate, road rage and speeding 
apparent. Only a matter of time before a child fatality occurs. 

None stated. The Council has a responsibility to meet the development needs of the area as already justified 
in the Core Strategy. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet the 
development needs of the future is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the infrastructure needed 
to support the development. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 3 of the Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific 
requirements for parking for new development. The SPD will be applied when development 
comes forward. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken 
into account in applying the standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic 
congestion. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity 
Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the 
allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic 
over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the 
proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be 
funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures 
to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. 
Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make 
sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1166 Suzanna Eliot GB13 I oppose the proposed housing developments. We have 
seen the area change - not for the better. I have been 
shocked at the increase in cars at school drop off and pick 
up time, causing real issues along Coldharbour Road. 
Parking often inconsiderate, road rage and speeding 
apparent. Only a matter of time before a child fatality occurs. 

None stated. The Council has a responsibility to meet the development needs of the area as already justified 
in the Core Strategy. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet the 
development needs of the future is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the infrastructure needed 
to support the development. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 3 of the Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific 
requirements for parking for new development. The SPD will be applied when development 
comes forward. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken 
into account in applying the standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic 
congestion. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity 
Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the 
allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic 
over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the 
proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be 
funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures 
to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. 
Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make 
sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1166 Suzanna Eliot GB12 Important to maintain Pyrford’s charm and character. It is a 
unique place with lots of lovely green areas in walking 
distance, abundance of footpaths and nature on their 
doorstep. This will all change, we look to the future with 
trepidation. I want to make sure our opinion is being listened 
to and taken into account. 

None stated. The Council acknowledge the distinctive character of Pyrford and has the necessary robust 
policies to protect that. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the 
overall purpose of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is 
not envisaged that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of 
people and/or the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform 
the DPD is set out in Section of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification 
for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively 
addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In 
particular, the Council has assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the 
proposals. It is satisfied the landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. 
This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. 
The sites have been assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt including preventing 
neighbouring town from merging into one another and are satisfied that the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford will not be compromised. This particular issues is addressed in 
detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic and infrastructure 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 and 20. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. It is important to note 
that the Council has a responsibility to plan to meet the development needs of the area. 

1166 Suzanna Eliot GB13 Important to maintain Pyrford’s charm and character. It is a 
unique place with lots of lovely green areas in walking 
distance, abundance of footpaths and nature on their 
doorstep. This will all change, we look to the future with 
trepidation. I want to make sure our opinion is being listened 
to and taken into account. 

None stated. The Council acknowledge the distinctive character of Pyrford and has the necessary robust 
policies to protect that. The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the 
overall purpose of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is 
not envisaged that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of 
people and/or the general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform 
the DPD is set out in Section of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification 
for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively 
addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In 
particular, the Council has assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the 
proposals. It is satisfied the landscape character of the area will not be significantly affected. 
This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. 
The sites have been assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt including preventing 
neighbouring town from merging into one another and are satisfied that the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford will not be compromised. This particular issues is addressed in 
detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic and infrastructure 
implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 and 20. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. It is important to note 
that the Council has a responsibility to plan to meet the development needs of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1166 Suzanna Eliot GB12 400 new homes will make this situation entirely worse. The 
village can not cope with the additional people and the 
infrastructure and ecology will not support it. Absolutely 
ludicrous. Quality of life will be impacted by congestion and 
gridlock, it will be unsafe. These quiet and safe villages are 
slowly being eroded. Any further deep change will destroy 
this irrevocably. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 2. The traffic and 
infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 and 
20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that takes into 
account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the proposals 
include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport implications of 
individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address them. The Council 
will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address cross boundary 
transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. 
The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and 
the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public 
transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. Based 
on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the character of the area will not be significantly 
undermined by the proposals. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1166 Suzanna Eliot GB13 400 new homes will make this situation entirely worse. The 
village can not cope with the additional people and the 
infrastructure and ecology will not support it. Absolutely 
ludicrous. Quality of life will be impacted by congestion and 
gridlock, it will be unsafe. These quiet and safe villages are 
slowly being eroded. Any further deep change will destroy 
this irrevocably. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 
and 2. The Council is satisfied that the site can be development without significantly 
undermining the overall character of the area. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the 
proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 and 20. The Core Strategy was 
informed by cumulative transport assessment that takes into account potential developments in 
nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the proposals include a requirement for detailed 
transport assessment to assess the transport implications of individual schemes and identify 
appropriate mitigation measures to address them. The Council will continue to work its 
neighbours and the County Council to address cross boundary transport problems in the area. 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. It is not envisaged that the proposals 
will significantly impact on wildlife in the area. During the preparation of the Site Allocations 
DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the 
biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any 
objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

81 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1506 P.S. Elkin GB4 The current infrastructure (education, health, drains and 
roads) is inadequate and must be rectified before any 
development is considered. Road are already very 
congested at rush hours. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health services the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at 
present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area. The Core Strategy Policy CS16: Infrastructure Delivery outlines the 
Council's approach with regard to the timing of infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB5 The current infrastructure (education, health, drains and 
roads) is inadequate and must be rectified before any 
development is considered. Road are already very 
congested at rush hours. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health services the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at 
present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area. The Core Strategy Policy CS16: Infrastructure Delivery outlines the 
Council's approach with regard to the timing of infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB4 The land and much of Byfleet is prone to flooding and further 
building would potential worsen flood risk. Understand the 
Environment Agency is not presently considering doing much 
to protect Byfleet from flooding in future.  

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB5 The land and much of Byfleet is prone to flooding and further 
building would potential worsen flood risk. Understand the 
Environment Agency is not presently considering doing much 
to protect Byfleet from flooding in future.  

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB4 Asks why a petition from 2,500 villagers against previous 
attempts to develop the Green Belt in Byfleet have been 
ignored. There is a need for serious consideration of the 
above points before development of Green Belt land takes 
place. 

None stated. The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any 
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We 
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of 
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a 
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under 
Representor ID 1524. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB5 Asks why a petition from 2,500 villagers against previous 
attempts to develop the Green Belt in Byfleet have been 
ignored. There is a need for serious consideration of the 
above points before development of Green Belt land takes 
place. 

None stated. The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any 
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We 
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of 
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a 
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under 
Representor ID 1524. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB4 Objects to the plans. I understand there is possibly 
brownfield land available elsewhere in the Borough that 
could be considered for development instead of these Green 
Belt sites. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 9.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1506 P.S. Elkin GB5 Objects to the plans. I understand there is possibly 
brownfield land available elsewhere in the Borough that 
could be considered for development instead of these Green 
Belt sites. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 9.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

113 G Elliot GB12 Residents of Pyrford who value the character of it. They had 
previously objected to proposals years ago for development 
on either side of Upshot Road and reiterated their concerns.  
 
 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision is addressed in detail in Section 3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a range of studies to 
demonstrate that the overall purpose of the Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. 
Consequently, it is not envisaged that the proposals will have significant adverse impacts on 
the quality of life of people and/or the general character of the area. Details of the range of 
studies used to inform the DPD is set out in Section of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The existing infrastructure including roads, drains, schools 
etc. cannot cope with new houses. 

Paper. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. In particular, the Council has assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to 
accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the landscape character of the area will not be 
significantly affected. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt 
including preventing neighbouring town from merging into one another and are satisfied that 
the physical separation between Woking and Guildford will not be compromised. The traffic 
and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 
and 20. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. It is important 
to note that the Council has a responsibility to plan to meet the development needs of the area. 

113 G Elliot GB13 Residents of Pyrford who value the character of it. They had 
previously objected to proposals years ago for development 
on either side of Upshot Road and reiterated their concerns.  
 
 
 
The existing infrastructure including roads, drains, schools 
etc. cannot cope with new houses. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals is addressed 
comprehensively in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is expected 
that the proposals will be supported by the necessary infrastructure. The Council has carried 
out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the Green Belt will not be 
undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the proposals will have 
significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the general character of the 
area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out in Section of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to 
meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council has assessed the 
sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the landscape 
character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is addressed in 
detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 Concentrate on the areas which need redevelopment: the 
flats above the shops and other blocks of flats on the estate, 
which WBC have been aware of for many years. The rest of 
the estate does not need regeneration, houses are solidly 
built and there is no justification for them to be bulldozed. 

Concentrate 
on the areas 
which need 
redevelopment
: the flats 
above the 
shops and 
other blocks of 
flats on the 
estate, which 
WBC have 
been aware of 
for many 
years. The rest 
of the estate 
does not need 
regeneration. 

Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns, the site is identified to be within a Priority 
Place in the Core Strategy CS5. This identifies the area to benefit from and undergo significant 
regeneration to contribute to future development needs, in particular housing. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 With regard to the DPD's intent on the detailed transport 
assessment to determine site specific transport measures, 
that proposed development in the vicinity of the site should 
be accounted for and Highways improvements may be 
required, states that traffic through the estate will increase 
dramatically, particularly at rush hours. There is already 
traffic up to and occasionally beyond Bishop David Brown 
school in the morning.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. Furthermore the collection of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy as part of development allows fun to be put towards strategic infrastructure 
delivery, which would take account of wider development and infrastructure needs in an area. 
This may be part of the Council's Regulation 123 list, as detailed in paragraph 3.3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 In terms of the mitigation measures for noise and light 
pollution along the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area 
and SSSI, the plans for the athletics ground within the school 
boundary will create noise and light pollution.  

None stated. This is set out as a 'key requirement' and will need to be met.  
 
Notwithstanding this, proposals will be required to meet all other Development Plan policies. 
Including Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design, emerging Development Management Policies, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and 
Daylight SPD. These include robust policies and guidance to make sure that the design of 
development that will come forward on the allocated sites avoid significant harmful impact in 
terms of light and noise pollution. 
 
It will be for the applicant to demonstrate that the requirements have been met at the detailed 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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application stage. 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 In light of the proposal's intention to promote high quality 
design and have built in natural surveillance that designs out 
crime, outlines the very low crime rate at present. The 
proposed design will not reduce crime but make parents 
more fearful of letting children out to play, due to the 
recreation of the swale at the central play area, because so 
many homes will overlook the area. It is also next to main 
road, which is dangerous. 

None stated. The likelihood of increased crime as a result of development proposals is an unknown factor. 
However all development proposals that come forward will need to comply with other 
development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy. The policy 
requires that proposals meet the criteria set out, including to create safe and secure 
environments, where opportunities for crime are minimised.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 The document makes several points relating to surface 
flooding. Development of green space on the floodplain is 
likely to increase flood risk, regardless of drainage systems 
built to prevent it. This year flood insurance won’t be given 
for new homes built on floodplain, which would cause 
problems for residents if homes are damaged by flooding. 

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 The extra traffic will lead to a decline in air quality and 
possible health problems for residents and people working or 
attending school on the estate.  

None stated. It is not expected that the volume of traffic generated by the proposal (as outlined in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6) would substantially 
raise levels of air pollution. However, any development would need to comply with the relevant 
standards set in the Council's Core Strategy and in the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD, which will be examined in May 2016, and in national policy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 There is currently a park which is safe and a large green, 
away from main roads and with the 'natural surveillance' 
(strangers peering out of windows) as suggested. The loss of 
the big green space and its replacement with small play 
areas is inadequate. 

None stated. Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns, the site is identified to be within a Priority 
Place in the Core Strategy CS5. This identifies the area to benefit from and undergo significant 
regeneration to contribute to future development needs, in particular housing. 
 
The key requirements require compliance with core strategy CS17, which require the 
enhancement of public open space and that any loss of open space should be justified. It also 
requires the retention or relocation of the Athletics Track. A comprehensive masterplan should 
ensure that proposals integrate well with the surrounding area, including improved connectivity 
between open spaces and footpaths and cycle networks. The exact nature of these measures 
and any other detailed matters will be addressed at the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

641 Emma Elliott UA32 On the justification for the regeneration focusing on 
Sheerwater being within the 14% most deprived areas 
nationally, and the most deprived area in the county, points 
out deprivation is relevant in terms of health, disability, 
income and employment. However the area is forth in the 
country for education, skills and training levels. Deprivation 
could be improved with education and support, and the 
reason for the area being ranked so low is because WBC 
have placed these tenants here and have not given the 
necessary care to improve their lives. 

None stated. Objection noted. However the Council will seek to improve the education and support referred 
to, and the proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the 
development of the site acceptable. This includes providing employment and training 
opportunities for local residents, and tackling social exclusion through improved community 
facilities. These requirements should help to tackle the issues of deprivation highlighted.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1558 E.H.W. Elliott GB12 Flooding is becoming a problem with drainage ditches 
blocked and unkept. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 
 
The management of drainage ditches on private land is outside of the Council's control. 
Although there are limitations to managing and maintaining some of these ditches, the Council 
is working alongside landowners to ensure they are maintained to increase water storage and 
minimise the risk of flooding to property. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1558 E.H.W. Elliott GB13 Flooding is becoming a problem with drainage ditches 
blocked and unkept. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 
 
The management of drainage ditches on private land is outside of the Council's control. 
Although there are limitations to managing and maintaining some of these ditches, the Council 
is working alongside landowners to ensure they are maintained to increase water storage and 
minimise the risk of flooding to property. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1558 E.H.W. Elliott GB12 The infrastructure is at capacity with schools overcrowded 
and traffic in gridlock. Further developments in West Byfleet 
and Byfleet will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. The impact of the proposed site allocations on the road 
network has been addressed, in particular, in paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area, including 
developments within and around the Borough. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 
 
In addition, the Development Management Policies DPD contains robust policy wording to 
prevent development proposals that will have a significant negative impact on air quality 
without identifying and implementing suitable mitigation measures.  

1558 E.H.W. Elliott GB13 The infrastructure is at capacity with schools overcrowded 
and traffic in gridlock. Further developments in West Byfleet 
and Byfleet will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. The impact of the proposed site allocations on the road 
network has been addressed, in particular, in paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area, including 
developments within and around the Borough. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 
 
In addition, the Development Management Policies DPD contains robust policy wording to 
prevent development proposals that will have a significant negative impact on air quality 
without identifying and implementing suitable mitigation measures.  

1558 E.H.W. Elliott GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. The site is 
valuable agricultural land and needed for food production. 

None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1558 E.H.W. Elliott GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. The site is 
valuable agricultural land and needed for food production. 

None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1087 P Ellis GB12 Local amenities are already overburdened - doctors surgery, 
primary school, household services, sewers- development 
will worsen this. Development would devalue our amenities 
and way of life. This village does not want to become a town. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the 
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1087 P Ellis GB13 Local amenities are already overburdened - doctors surgery, 
primary school, household services, sewers- development 
will worsen this. Development would devalue our amenities 
and way of life. This village does not want to become a town. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the 
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area. The 
Council has relied on a range of evidence to inform the DPD. Collectively, they support and 
justifies the allocation of the proposed sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1087 P Ellis GB12 I strongly object to additional traffic. Already a huge traffic 
problem. Upshott Lane/Coldharbour Road and other local 
roads are very affected by school peak time traffic and 
unsafe. Problems on the M25 and A3 cause more traffic. 
Much development around the Marist School and associated 
parking difficulties. 

None stated. The Council has a responsibility to meet the development needs of the area as already justified 
in the Core Strategy. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet the 
development needs of the future is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of the proposals is 
addressed in detail in Section 20 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council 
has assessed the infrastructure needed to support the development. This matter is addressed 
in detail in Section 3 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The Council has a Parking 
Standards SPD which sets out specific requirements for parking for new development. The 
SPD will be applied when development comes forward. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS18 
allows a number of factors to be taken into account in applying the standard, including 
proximity to public transport and existing traffic congestion. The Council has carried out a 
revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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(2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that 
there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which 
could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. The Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area. 

1087 P Ellis GB13 I strongly object to additional traffic. Already a huge traffic 
problem. Upshott Lane/Coldharbour Road and other local 
roads are very affected by school peak time traffic and 
unsafe. Problems on the M25 and A3 cause more traffic. 
Much development around the Marist School and associated 
parking difficulties. 

None stated. The Council has a responsibility to meet the development needs of the area as already justified 
in the Core Strategy. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet the 
development needs of the future is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the infrastructure needed 
to support the development. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 3 of the Issues and 
Matter Topic Paper. The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific 
requirements for parking for new development. The SPD will be applied when development 
comes forward. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken 
into account in applying the standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic 
congestion. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity 
Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the 
allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic 
over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the 
proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be 
funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures 
to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. 
Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make 
sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1087 P Ellis GB12 I was disgusted to read that Woking Council has repulsed 
rather than discussed many of the proposals put forward by 
the Pyrford Forum in respect of Green Belt issues. This is not 
helpful and undemocratic. I register my heartfelt objection to 
development adjacent to Upshott Lane. These are our only 
designated Green Belt with trees, hedgerows and wildlife 
and are much valued. 

None stated. The concerns expressed by residents of Pyrford have not been ignored. However, the Council 
has to balance that with its responsibility to meet the development needs of the area. The 
proposed sites are the most sustainable when compared against other reasonable alternatives. 
This is evidenced in the Sustainability Appraisal. The justification for the release of Green Belt 
land for development is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the 
landscape implications for developing the sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape 
character and setting of the area will not be undermined as a result of the proposals. this 
matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The 
overall character and heritage assets of the area will also not be significantly undermined. 
These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
The traffic implications of the proposals is addressed in detain in Section 20 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1087 P Ellis GB13 I was disgusted to read that Woking Council has repulsed 
rather than discussed many of the proposals put forward by 
the Pyrford Forum in respect of Green Belt issues. This is not 
helpful and undemocratic. I register my heartfelt objection to 
development adjacent to Upshott Lane. These are our only 

None stated. The Council's approach to consultation on the Site Allocations DPD is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 6. The Council has met the Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum and the Resident Association. The Council has not ignore their views. 
The Council has to balance that with its clear responsibility to meet the development needs of 
the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1, 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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designated Green Belt with trees, hedgerows and wildlife 
and are much valued. 

and 4. 

1349 Barry Ellis GB12 Congestion is already a problem in Pyrford and is a growing 
concern. There is a noticeable increase of traffic within and 
surrounding roads.  
The creation of over 400 dwellings could mean an additional 
800 cars on the roads. In addition the cumulative effect of 
proposals in Byfleet and West Byfleet will place an 
unbearable strain on the road network and create gridlock. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB13 Congestion is already a problem in Pyrford and is a growing 
concern. There is a noticeable increase of traffic within and 
surrounding roads.  
The creation of over 400 dwellings could mean an additional 
800 cars on the roads. In addition the cumulative effect of 
proposals in Byfleet and West Byfleet will place an 
unbearable strain on the road network and create gridlock. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB12 The proposals would lead to an increase in air and noise 
pollution. Having a negative impact on the environment and 
health.  
This will exacerbate health problems of residents. 

None stated. With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 
policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to  air and water quality or harm resulting from light 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and noise pollution. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to potential on site 
pollution including noise. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified 
through pre-application discussions, informed by relevant technical studies.  
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

1349 Barry Ellis GB13 The proposals would lead to an increase in air and noise 
pollution. Having a negative impact on the environment and 
health.  
This will exacerbate health problems of residents. 

None stated. With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 
policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to  air and water quality or harm resulting from light 
and noise pollution. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to potential on site 
pollution including noise. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified 
through pre-application discussions, informed by relevant technical studies.  
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB12 The local infrastructure is inadequate to support the 
proposed growth of a potential 1600 people. There is 
insufficient school and nursery provision.  
Other local services and facilities including shops, 
healthcare, public transport, utilities will not cope with the 
level of proposed growth for the area. 

None stated. This representation infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB13 The local infrastructure is inadequate to support the 
proposed growth of a potential 1600 people. There is 
insufficient school and nursery provision.  
Other local services and facilities including shops, 
healthcare, public transport, utilities will not cope with the 
level of proposed growth for the area. 

None stated. This representation infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB12 Appreciate the need to build more houses to meet the needs 
of the growing population, however considers the proposals 
for Pyrford to be inappropriate and disproportionate. 
Development should be at a lesser scale. There needs to be 
more developments for elderly accommodation so that the 
elderly people have the option to downsize and remain in the 
area. This would also free up family accommodation in 
Pyrford. Consideration should also be given to provision of 
starter homes and affordable housing for key workers. 
 
Propose constructive dialogue between the Council and local 
residents to consider alternative sustainable options 

None stated. The representation regarding effective consultation has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper Section 6.0. The Council has considered alternative options to 
address the significant housing need as expressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0.  
 
The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough.  
 
However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family homes will 
not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed to meet the 
overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated taking into 
account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.  
 
There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this 
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types 
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of 
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB13 Appreciate the need to build more houses to meet the needs 
of the growing population, however considers the proposals 
for Pyrford to be inappropriate and disproportionate. 
Development should be at a lesser scale. There needs to be 
more developments for elderly accommodation so that the 
elderly people have the option to downsize and remain in the 
area. This would also free up family accommodation in 
Pyrford. Consideration should also be given to provision of 
starter homes and affordable housing for key workers. 
 
Propose constructive dialogue between the Council and local 
residents to consider alternative sustainable options 

None stated. The representation regarding effective consultation has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper Section 6.0. The Council has considered alternative options to 
address the significant housing need as expressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0.  
 
The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough.  
 
However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family homes will 
not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed to meet the 
overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated taking into 
account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.  
 
There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this 
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types 
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of 
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.  

1349 Barry Ellis GB12 Object to proposals in Pyrford. Pyrford maintains a village 
community atmosphere despite substantial development 
over the years. The community is currently an optimum size 
and local residents participate in a village activities.  
Many residents chose to live in the Pyrford in the first place 
for its character unique charm, natural landscapes and 
views, and historical buildings, which once blighted by 
development on Green Belt land will never be able to be 
restored.  

None stated. Successful sustainable communities need careful planning, this is why the Council is seeking 
to address the growth in the borough through a plan led approach. It is the combination of the 
plan-making and development management process that will ensure that the development is 
truly sustainable.  
 
There is a significant unmet need for housing and it was acknowledged at the preparation of 
the Core Strategy that exceptional circumstances case ought to be made to release Green Belt 
land for housing. Further information on this can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 1.0. It is important to note that zero growth is not a reasonable alternative 
option given the significant unmet need in the borough and the surrounding area. 
 
With regards to the representation regarding the character of Pyrford, this has been addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0. Most of the 
proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to accommodate change based on the 
landscape character as assessed in the Green Belt Boundary review. In addition, the Council is 
confident that there are sufficient and robust policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and 
a Design SPD to make sure that any proposals for the development take a sensitive design 
approach to ensure any adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate 
area are suitably mitigated, including the conservation and enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB13 Object to proposals in Pyrford. Pyrford maintains a village 
community atmosphere despite substantial development 
over the years. The community is currently an optimum size 
and local residents participate in a village activities.  
Many residents chose to live in the Pyrford in the first place 
for its character unique charm, natural landscapes and 
views, and historical buildings, which once blighted by 
development on Green Belt land will never be able to be 
restored.  

None stated. Successful sustainable communities need careful planning, this is why the Council is seeking 
to address the growth in the borough through a plan led approach. It is the combination of the 
plan-making and development management process that will ensure that the development is 
truly sustainable.  
 
There is a significant unmet need for housing and it was acknowledged at the preparation of 
the Core Strategy that exceptional circumstances case ought to be made to release Green Belt 
land for housing. Further information on this can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 1.0. It is important to note that zero growth is not a reasonable alternative 
option given the significant unmet need in the borough and the surrounding area. 
 
With regards to the representation regarding the character of Pyrford, this has been addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0. Most of the 
proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to accommodate change based on the 
landscape character as assessed in the Green Belt Boundary review. In addition, the Council is 
confident that there are sufficient and robust policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and 
a Design SPD to make sure that any proposals for the development take a sensitive design 
approach to ensure any adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate 
area are suitably mitigated, including the conservation and enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB12 The proposals are flawed with an inexhaustible list of 
negative impacts. The Council needs to consider the 
consultation responses properly. It is not considered 
acceptable that the Council have ignored recommendations 
in the GBBR.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 6.0, 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1349 Barry Ellis GB13 The proposals are flawed with an inexhaustible list of 
negative impacts. The Council needs to consider the 
consultation responses properly. It is not considered 
acceptable that the Council have ignored recommendations 
in the GBBR.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 6.0, 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB4 If the Green Belt is taken away we will have no open space, 
and our Village will be no more. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). This means that the majority of Byfleet's open space (which is designated as Green 
Belt) will remain. 

1515 D Elsam GB5 If the Green Belt is taken away we will have no open space, 
and our Village will be no more. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). This means that the majority of Byfleet's open space (which is designated as Green 
Belt) will remain. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB4 The A245 runs through the middle of the village, and is 
already congested particularly when there is a problem on 
the M25 and A3. Further development will lead to permanent 
gridlock. 

None stated. Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB5 The A245 runs through the middle of the village, and is 
already congested particularly when there is a problem on 
the M25 and A3. Further development will lead to permanent 
gridlock. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB4 Infrastructure needs to be in place before any further 
developments are considered. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB5 Infrastructure needs to be in place before any further 
developments are considered. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB4 Flooding is a major issue in the village and until all these 
issues are addressed no further development should be 
considered. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB5 Flooding is a major issue in the village and until all these 
issues are addressed no further development should be 
considered. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB4 Objects to more development in Byfleet, as we have had 
more than our fair share, we are at saturation point and now 
the Green Belt is under threat.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from 
across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is 
to meet development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released 
is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1515 D Elsam GB5 Objects to more development in Byfleet, as we have had 
more than our fair share, we are at saturation point and now 
the Green Belt is under threat.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from 
across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is 
to meet development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released 
is therefore relatively modest. 

689 Cameron Elson GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB7 The proposal will have a negative effect on Mayford. The 
landowner wishes to develop the site for their own 
accommodation and not for an increase in Traveller 
accommodation. 

None stated. The representation regarding the negative impact of the proposals on Mayford has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The representation regarding the availability of the site for development has been addressed 
within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13.0. 
 
The Site Allocations DPD proposes to retain the site within the Green Belt. This means that 
Green Belt policy within the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CS6 will continue to apply. The 
proposed use within the DPD is for an additional 12 Traveller pitches. Therefore if the claim 
within the representation is correct, a new dwelling in the Green Belt would be required to 
demonstrate exceptional circumstances and will be considered as part of the decision making 
process on its own individual merits. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB7 Mayford already provides a major contribution towards the 
Traveller community. No justification for further expansion in 
Mayford. 

None stated. By intensifying the use of Ten Acre Farm, the Council accepts that this will lead to an increase 
in the number of pitches and consequently the population of Travellers in Mayford. The existing 
site has so far been well managed and there is every indication that it will continue to be well 
managed when the additional pitches are delivered. Based on the sequential approach, the 
Council believes that the proposed site allocation relatively offers the most sustainable 
locations to meet Travellers accommodation needs when compared against other alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB8 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

689 Cameron Elson GB9 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB10 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB11 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

689 Cameron Elson GB8 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB9 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

689 Cameron Elson GB10 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB11 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

689 Cameron Elson GB8 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB9 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB10 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB11 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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689 Cameron Elson GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB8 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB9 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

689 Cameron Elson GB10 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

689 Cameron Elson GB11 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB7 Mayford already provides a major contribution towards the 
Traveller community. No justification for further expansion in 
Mayford. 

None stated. By intensifying the use of Ten Acre Farm, the Council accepts that this will lead to an increase 
in the number of pitches and consequently the population of Travellers in Mayford. The existing 
site has so far been well managed and there is every indication that it will continue to be well 
managed when the additional pitches are delivered. Based on the sequential approach, the 
Council believes that the proposed site allocation relatively offers the most sustainable 
locations to meet Travellers accommodation needs when compared against other alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB7 The proposals will have a negative impact on Mayford. 
Strongly object. The landowner wishes to develop the site for 
their own accommodation and not for an increase in 
Traveller accommodation. 

None stated. The representation regarding the negative impact of the proposals on Mayford has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The representation regarding the availability of the site for development has been addressed 
within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13.0. 
 
The Site Allocations DPD proposes to retain the site within the Green Belt. This means that 
Green Belt policy within the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CS6 will continue to apply. The 
proposed use within the DPD is for an additional 12 Traveller pitches. Therefore if the claim 
within the representation is correct, a new dwelling in the Green Belt would be required to 
demonstrate exceptional circumstances and will be considered as part of the decision making 
process on its own individual merits. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB8 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

690 Lesley H Elson GB9 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB10 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 
defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB11 The road to Worplesdon Station has no pavements. 
Additional cars will result in the road deteriorating due to 
poorly drained surfaces that is due to WBC not maintaining 
them. This also applies to the drainage systems in the area. 
Based on local knowledge, cars regularly speed on Smarts 
Heath Road and this will increase if development takes 
place.  

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
It should be noted that Surrey County Council, as Highways Authority (CHA), are responsible 
for the management and maintenance of the borough roads. It is recommended that any road 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road (as shown in the attached 
picture). This will all lead to critical accidents. 

defects and incidents of speeding are reported to the CHA for their consideration.  
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

690 Lesley H Elson GB8 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB9 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

690 Lesley H Elson GB10 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB11 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges. Houses 
can not be built without supporting infrastructure. There is 
already speeding cars, noise, and accidents.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths and speeding to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding 
the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there 
is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, 
cycling and public transport where feasible. 

690 Lesley H Elson GB8 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB9 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB10 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB11 The size and impact of the proposed development are 
massive and disproportional to anything else being tabled. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 

None stated. The representation regarding the separation between Woking and Guildford and Mayford and 
Woking has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
12.0. 
 
The representation regarding the character of Mayford has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, the special character of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt 
and the scale of development, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

690 Lesley H Elson GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB8 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB9 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB10 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. 

 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

of this representation 

690 Lesley H Elson GB11 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In addition the Council has also prepared a response to the representation regarding flooding. 
See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle access is 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB9 There has been no consideration for preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or on the impact on the character of the 
village.  

None stated. The representation regarding separation of Mayford and Woking has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB7 Any increase in pitches will have a negative impact on the 
visual amenity and character of the adjacent SSSI which is 
used by local residents. It will also increase risk to wildlife. 
Previous applications have been refused for the site as they 
reduce the openness of the Green Belt. This has been 
overlooked. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the openness of the Green Belt has also been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson General Object to proposals as they will permanently have a negative 
impact on Mayford and set a precedent for further Green Belt 
development in the future.  

None stated. The representation regarding the impact of the proposed development on the character of the 
area has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The sites identified around Mayford are safeguarded for future development needs post 2027. 
By safeguarding land the Council believes it is consistent with the NPPF. The Council's 
response to safeguarding land is set out in Section 2.0. By allocating sites for this and the next 
plan period, the Council believe it will make sure that development will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB8 The existing problems include gridlock, speeding, noise and 
litter pollution and a lack of pavements. This basic 
infrastructure needs to be addressed before any 
development takes place.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The representation regarding speeding should be highlighted to the County Highways Authority 
who are responsible for the highways network in the Borough.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The representation regarding wider infrastructure needs has been addressed in the Council’s 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on Mayford's character has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

756 Damon Elson GB9 The existing problems include gridlock, speeding, noise and 
litter pollution and a lack of pavements. This basic 
infrastructure needs to be addressed before any 
development takes place.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The representation regarding speeding should be highlighted to the County Highways Authority 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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who are responsible for the highways network in the Borough.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The representation regarding wider infrastructure needs has been addressed in the Council’s 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on Mayford's character has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

756 Damon Elson GB10 The existing problems include gridlock, speeding, noise and 
litter pollution and a lack of pavements. This basic 
infrastructure needs to be addressed before any 
development takes place.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The representation regarding speeding should be highlighted to the County Highways Authority 
who are responsible for the highways network in the Borough.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The representation regarding wider infrastructure needs has been addressed in the Council’s 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on Mayford's character has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB11 The existing problems include gridlock, speeding, noise and 
litter pollution and a lack of pavements. This basic 
infrastructure needs to be addressed before any 
development takes place.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The representation regarding speeding should be highlighted to the County Highways Authority 
who are responsible for the highways network in the Borough.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The representation regarding wider infrastructure needs has been addressed in the Council’s 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on Mayford's character has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

756 Damon Elson GB11 Strongly object. The size and impact of the proposed 
development are massive and disproportional to anything 
else being tabled. Mayford will become a suburb of Woking 
and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, against the 
purpose of Green Belt.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB7 Object to the proposal. The owner wishes to replace the 
existing pitches with a permanent home. 

None stated. The representation regarding the availability of the site for development has been addressed 
within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13.0. 
 
The Site Allocations DPD proposes to retain the site within the Green Belt. This means that 
Green Belt policy within the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy CS6 will continue to apply. The 
proposed use within the DPD is for an additional 12 Traveller pitches. Therefore if the claim 
within the representation is correct, a new dwelling in the Green Belt would be required to 
demonstrate exceptional circumstances and will be considered as part of the decision making 
process on its own individual merits. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB8 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. The road to Worplesdon Station has no 
pavements. Additional cars will result in the road 
deteriorating due to poorly drained surfaces that is due to 
WBC not maintaining them. Based on local knowledge, cars 
regularly speed on Smarts Heath Road and it has not been 
addressed.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road. There are no plans to 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
It should be noted that the highways network in the Borough is managed and maintained by 
the County Highways Authority, in this case Surrey County Council. Any maintenance issues 
such as drainage and potholes should be reported to them in order to try and address the 
existing situation as well as incidents of speeding. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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upgrade the roads or bridges or any robust solutions to deal 
with the existing traffic problems.  

walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

756 Damon Elson GB9 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. The road to Worplesdon Station has no 
pavements. Additional cars will result in the road 
deteriorating due to poorly drained surfaces that is due to 
WBC not maintaining them. Based on local knowledge, cars 
regularly speed on Smarts Heath Road and it has not been 
addressed.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road. There are no plans to 
upgrade the roads or bridges or any robust solutions to deal 
with the existing traffic problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
It should be noted that the highways network in the Borough is managed and maintained by 
the County Highways Authority, in this case Surrey County Council. Any maintenance issues 
such as drainage and potholes should be reported to them in order to try and address the 
existing situation as well as incidents of speeding. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB10 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. The road to Worplesdon Station has no 
pavements. Additional cars will result in the road 
deteriorating due to poorly drained surfaces that is due to 
WBC not maintaining them. Based on local knowledge, cars 
regularly speed on Smarts Heath Road and it has not been 
addressed.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road. There are no plans to 
upgrade the roads or bridges or any robust solutions to deal 
with the existing traffic problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
It should be noted that the highways network in the Borough is managed and maintained by 
the County Highways Authority, in this case Surrey County Council. Any maintenance issues 
such as drainage and potholes should be reported to them in order to try and address the 
existing situation as well as incidents of speeding. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB11 No consideration to the impact on Mayford's infrastructure 
that the increased population will result in. There will be an 
impact on transport infrastructure, flooding, speeding and 
pollution. The road to Worplesdon Station has no 
pavements. Additional cars will result in the road 
deteriorating due to poorly drained surfaces that is due to 
WBC not maintaining them. Based on local knowledge, cars 
regularly speed on Smarts Heath Road and it has not been 
addressed.  
The road can not cope with surface water and results in cars 
driving in the centre of the road. There are no plans to 
upgrade the roads or bridges or any robust solutions to deal 
with the existing traffic problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
It should be noted that the highways network in the Borough is managed and maintained by 
the County Highways Authority, in this case Surrey County Council. Any maintenance issues 
such as drainage and potholes should be reported to them in order to try and address the 
existing situation as well as incidents of speeding. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB8 There has been no consideration for preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or on the impact on the character of the 
village. 

None stated. The representation regarding separation of Mayford and Woking has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB10 There has been no consideration for preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or on the impact on the character of the 
village. 

None stated. The representation regarding separation of Mayford and Woking has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB11 There has been no consideration for preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or on the impact on the character of the 
village. 

None stated. The representation regarding separation of Mayford and Woking has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

756 Damon Elson GB7 No justification for the expansion of Traveller pitches in 
Mayford which already provides a significant contribution. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB8 Need the garden centre in Egley Road None stated. One of the key requirements for the proposed site allocation is the relocation of the existing 
local business.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB8 Objects to development proposals in Mayford. None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1575 Daphne Elston GB9 Objects to development proposals in Mayford. None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB10 Objects to development proposals in Mayford. None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB11 Objects to development proposals in Mayford. None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. The infrequent public transport provision in the area is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport 
for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best 
they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. The infrequent public transport provision in the area is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport 
for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best 
they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. The infrequent public transport provision in the area is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport 
for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best 
they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1575 Daphne Elston GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. The infrequent public transport provision in the area is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport 
for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best 
they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

520 Mark Elwell GB5 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 There is a lack of health services and school places in the 
village, and this will need to be addressed if plans go ahead.  

Provide more 
health services 
and additional 
school places. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in terms of school places in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health 
services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision 
to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there 
might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 
preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 
preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 
preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Byfleet. preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 
preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 
preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Objects to the proposed development as the site is Green 
Belt and important to local wildlife and residents as an area 
of green space. 

Do not 
develop green 
belt around 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. With regard to the impact on wildlife, during the preparation of the 
Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and wider area. Overall the 
preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based 
on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from 
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not 
be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess 
and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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520 Mark Elwell GB4 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Byfleet can not cope with the amount of traffic running 
through it at peak times, which would be worsened by the 
additional traffic during construction and then from additional 
residents. If development takes place the Council need to 
ensure that the road system is improved to handle additional 
traffic.  

Improve the 
A245 to 
handle the 
traffic through 
Byfleet. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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520 Mark Elwell GB16 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB4 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB5 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

520 Mark Elwell GB16 Building will worsen the potential of flooding in Byfleet.  None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Pedestrian access to the site is problematic due to the lack 
of existing footway and speed of traffic on local roads. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that in any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Pedestrian access to the site is problematic due to the lack 
of existing footway and speed of traffic on local roads. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that in any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Parcel 7 is rejected from the SA contrary to the Green Belt 
Review's recommendation that it could be considered a 
safeguarded site if other parcels cannot provide sufficient 
development quantum for the plan period and beyond to 
2040. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Parcel 7 is rejected from the SA contrary to the Green Belt 
Review's recommendation that it could be considered a 
safeguarded site if other parcels cannot provide sufficient 
development quantum for the plan period and beyond to 
2040. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The Council rejected the Green Belt Review's 
recommendation that sites are released for Green Belt 
boundary rationalisation or released to buffer identified 
development sites, stating they are already 'clear and 
defensible'. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The Council rejected the Green Belt Review's 
recommendation that sites are released for Green Belt 
boundary rationalisation or released to buffer identified 
development sites, stating they are already 'clear and 
defensible'. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The Green Belt Review 'sieves' out a number of sites based 
on a combination of Green Belt, environmental and 
sustainability factors. This includes sites GB12 and GB13, 
which are then reintroduced, the former (GB12) based on 
land availability and whether sites have previously been 
promoted, which is not an identified criteria in the 
methodology. No reasonable justification is provided for re-
introducing these sites, particularly when several alternative 
sites performed better in terms of Green Belt suitability 
and/or sustainability credentials, notably Parcels 7,13,2 and 
28. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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488 Anthony Embling GB13 The Green Belt Review 'sieves' out a number of sites based 
on a combination of Green Belt, environmental and 
sustainability factors. This includes sites GB12 and GB13, 
which are then reintroduced, the former (GB12) based on 
land availability and whether sites have previously been 
promoted, which is not an identified criteria in the 
methodology. No reasonable justification is provided for re-
introducing these sites, particularly when several alternative 
sites performed better in terms of Green Belt suitability 
and/or sustainability credentials, notably Parcels 7,13,2 and 
28. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The SA is a separate and distinct evidence base that 
assesses all other reasonable alternative sites promoted and 
identified in the SHLAA and Employment Land Review and 
Topic Paper. However, the SA does not assess and sites in 
Parcel 31 of the Green Belt Review, which in the ranking 
order is more suitable than Parcel 9.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 8.0, 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The SA is a separate and distinct evidence base that 
assesses all other reasonable alternative sites promoted and 
identified in the SHLAA and Employment Land Review and 
Topic Paper. However, the SA does not assess and sites in 
Parcel 31 of the Green Belt Review, which in the ranking 
order is more suitable than Parcel 9.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 8.0, 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The sites identified in the Green Belt Review have not be 
subject to an equal and consistent assessment, with more 
refined appraisal of some sites and some sites not 
considered further due to a lack of information about 
ownership and availability. This is not a sound means of 
determining sites suitable for release. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The sites identified in the Green Belt Review have not be 
subject to an equal and consistent assessment, with more 
refined appraisal of some sites and some sites not 
considered further due to a lack of information about 
ownership and availability. This is not a sound means of 
determining sites suitable for release. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The sites together with adjoining woodland and fields form a 
relatively narrow tract of land providing a continuous stretch 
of uninterrupted countryside between the town and river 
valley. This countryside is curtailed by man-made, artificial 
land forms of golf courses. The sites are also important in 
containing the southern edge of Woking and providing a 
strong landscape context for Pyrford. The site is also part of 
a rural landscape that has not been lost or degraded by golf 
course development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The sites together with adjoining woodland and fields form a 
relatively narrow tract of land providing a continuous stretch 
of uninterrupted countryside between the town and river 
valley. This countryside is curtailed by man-made, artificial 
land forms of golf courses. The sites are also important in 
containing the southern edge of Woking and providing a 
strong landscape context for Pyrford. The site is also part of 
a rural landscape that has not been lost or degraded by golf 
course development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Site GB13 was considered in the Green Belt Review as 
being particularly sensitive due to its open, exposed nature 
and designation as an 'Escarpment and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance' in Woking Local Plan and Core 
Strategy CS24. It was considered unsuitable for residential 
development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 7.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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488 Anthony Embling GB12 The site has an important role in providing the rural setting to 
Pyrford Court Registered Park, Garden and Listed Buildings. 
Development could erode this landscape, particularly 
accessing the property along Pyrford Common Road and 
Upshot Lane. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The site has an important role in providing the rural setting to 
Pyrford Court Registered Park, Garden and Listed Buildings. 
Development could erode this landscape, particularly 
accessing the property along Pyrford Common Road and 
Upshot Lane. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The development would impact the natural landscape and 
views 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The development would impact the natural landscape and 
views 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Pyrford is unique in the Borough for its well maintained 
historic buildings and conservation areas, which are highly 
valued nationally. Would removal of Green Belt status of the 
2 fields cause irreparable damage to these assets? 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Pyrford is unique in the Borough for its well maintained 
historic buildings and conservation areas, which are highly 
valued nationally. Would removal of Green Belt status of the 
2 fields cause irreparable damage to these assets? 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Pyrford is already congested during the day and 433 new 
houses would have adverse effects on the environment.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Pyrford is already congested during the day and 433 new 
houses would have adverse effects on the environment.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The site is bound by mature trees and shrubs that 
substantially screen the urban edge of Woking. All the trees 
within the site are covered by a Tree Protection Order. 

None stated. Protected trees, including those with TPO's, will be retained on the site, in line with the Key 
Requirements listed in the allocation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The site is open, sitting on top of the south-east facing slope 
of the Wey Valley and with connecting views between the 
escarpment, river valley and beyond to the Surrey Hills 
AONB. Development will have an impact of this site and 
GB12 and could result in the loss of sensitive landscape 
features.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The site is open, sitting on top of the south-east facing slope 
of the Wey Valley and with connecting views between the 
escarpment, river valley and beyond to the Surrey Hills 
AONB. Development will have an impact of this site and 
GB12 and could result in the loss of sensitive landscape 
features.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The countryside contains a number of important heritage 
assets which development could adversely impact.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The countryside contains a number of important heritage 
assets which development could adversely impact.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Development would have an adverse impact on: Pyrford 
Court Registered Park, Garden and Listed Buildings; Pyrford 
area and surrounding agricultural landscape and farms 
including along Warren Lane to the Grade II listed 1480s 
Wheelers Farm and Barn; the building at Key Lees. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 7.0 and 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Development would have an adverse impact on: Pyrford 
Court Registered Park, Garden and Listed Buildings; Pyrford 
area and surrounding agricultural landscape and farms 
including along Warren Lane to the Grade II listed 1480s 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 7.0 and 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Wheelers Farm and Barn; the building at Key Lees. 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Developing the site would have various transport and access 
impacts, meaning that key junctions and access points 
(including B367 and Upshot Lane priority junction, access 
into GB12 on Upshot Lane) that are already busy with traffic 
would have design and layout issues. Improvements would 
be problematic and result in tree clearance, which is 
undesirable and would have landscape/ heritage impacts, 
and archaeological impacts at the priority junction. 

None stated. This point is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6 
and 3.11. Site specific measures would be required to ensure the roads, junctions and 
roundabouts that are used to access the sites can operate safely. In terms of trees and 
hedgerows, the Key Requirements of the draft allocation includes retention of trees and tree 
belts that are mature, protected or of amenity value. This key requirement includes retention of 
a substantial tree belt on the western boundary of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Developing the site would have various transport and access 
impacts, meaning that key junctions and access points 
(including B367 and Upshot Lane priority junction, access 
into GB12 on Upshot Lane) that are already busy with traffic 
would have design and layout issues. Improvements would 
be problematic and result in tree clearance, which is 
undesirable and would have landscape/ heritage impacts, 
and archaeological impacts at the priority junction. 

None stated. This point is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6 
and 3.11. Site specific measures would be required to ensure the roads, junctions and 
roundabouts that are used to access the sites can operate safely. In terms of trees and 
hedgerows, the Key Requirements of the draft allocation includes retention of trees and tree 
belts that are mature, protected or of amenity value. This key requirement includes retention of 
a substantial tree belt on the western boundary of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Other points include ecological impact of development, and 
any local evidence of badgers, birds, protected species or 
ecological activity. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Other points include ecological impact of development, and 
any local evidence of badgers, birds, protected species or 
ecological activity. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The DPD is in part based on the Peter Brett Green Belt 
Review which is flawed in a number of respects, particularly 
as the sites are assessed as unsuitable for release due to 
fulfilling two 'critical' Green Belt purposes, with poor 
sustainability and high landscape sensitivity. This 
undermines the case for the sites' subsequent inclusion.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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488 Anthony Embling GB13 The DPD is in part based on the Peter Brett Green Belt 
Review which is flawed in a number of respects, particularly 
as the sites are assessed as unsuitable for release due to 
fulfilling two 'critical' Green Belt purposes, with poor 
sustainability and high landscape sensitivity. This 
undermines the case for the sites' subsequent inclusion.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Purpose 4 of the Green Belt 'To preserve the setting and 
special character of historic towns' is removed from the 
Green Belt review as it is considered irrelevant to Woking. 
While it is noted Woking is not a 'historic town' historic assets 
should still be assessed alongside other important 'local' 
considerations relevant to the setting of Woking. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 10.0 and 19.0. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is also 
acknowledged and well documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Purpose 4 of the Green Belt 'To preserve the setting and 
special character of historic towns' is removed from the 
Green Belt review as it is considered irrelevant to Woking. 
While it is noted Woking is not a 'historic town' historic assets 
should still be assessed alongside other important 'local' 
considerations relevant to the setting of Woking. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 10.0 and 19.0. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is also 
acknowledged and well documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The Council states it is satisfied that the DPD follows 
recommendations made in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
and Green Belt Review. However, there are conflicts 
between the SA and Green Belt Review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The Council states it is satisfied that the DPD follows 
recommendations made in the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) 
and Green Belt Review. However, there are conflicts 
between the SA and Green Belt Review, including Site GB13 
which is included as a safeguarded site based on the SA 
recommendation despite being consistently being identified 
as unsuitable for removal from the Green Belt in the Green 
Belt Review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Section 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling General There are conflicts that exist between the Core Strategy 
objectives and SA objectives, as a result of the need to 
protect the purpose of the Green Belt, whilst identifying 
sufficient sites to deliver the unmet housing need. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 1.0, 2.0, 8.0, 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling General Raises concern about the robustness and soundness of the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) as evidence base for the DPD, 
and states the Council has come to their own decisions on 
site allocations and suitability rankings. States it only partially 
relies on the Green Belt Review. -The discounting of sites 
and conclusions from the Green Belt Review in the SA 
means it is inconsistent to re-introduce already discounted 
sites back into the DPD. - The DPD draws on the Green Belt 
Review and SA at different stages of the assessment 
process. Stage 2 utilises the Green Belt Review whilst stage 
3 uses the SA. This creates an unsound evidence base and 
inconsistent methodology. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 8.0, 9.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling General The Borough has ignored and failed to review valid 
representations prior to the Executive deciding to publish the 
DPD. The Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum (PNF) and their 
advisors have objected to the Borough's approach. The 
Borough has substantially departed from their independent 
advisor's, Peter Brett Associates, recommendations on 
Pyrford. Queries whether it is acceptable that WBC chose to 
defer action on these points, and proceed to approve the 
DPD, and leaves a question mark around these issues. 

None stated. The Council has taken the response by LDA Design, on behalf on the Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum, into account as a representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally 
responded under Representor ID 19. In terms of how the findings of the Green Belt Boundary 
Review have been used by the Council in the preparation of the draft DPD, please see Section 
17.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The Borough has ignored and failed to review valid 
representations prior to the Executive deciding to publish the 
DPD. The Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum (PNF) and their 
advisors have objected to the Borough's approach. The 
Borough has substantially departed from their independent 

None stated. The Council has taken the response by LDA Design, on behalf on the Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum, into account as a representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally 
responded under Representor ID 19. In terms of how the findings of the Green Belt Boundary 
Review have been used by the Council in the preparation of the draft DPD, please see Section 
17.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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advisor's, Peter Brett Associates, recommendations on 
Pyrford. Queries whether it is acceptable that WBC chose to 
defer action on these points, and proceed to approve the 
DPD, and leaves a question mark around these issues. 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The Borough has ignored and failed to review valid 
representations prior to the Executive deciding to publish the 
DPD. The Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum (PNF) and their 
advisors have objected to the Borough's approach. The 
Borough has substantially departed from their independent 
advisor's, Peter Brett Associates, recommendations on 
Pyrford. Queries whether it is acceptable that WBC chose to 
defer action on these points, and proceed to approve the 
DPD, and leaves a question mark around these issues. 

None stated. The Council has taken the response by LDA Design, on behalf on the Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum, into account as a representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally 
responded under Representor ID 19. In terms of how the findings of the Green Belt Boundary 
Review have been used by the Council in the preparation of the draft DPD, please see Section 
17.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Objects to the release of Green Belt land for development for 
a number of reasons. The first is that the Council has 
approved the draft Site Allocations DPD without taking into 
account representations received. The Executive were of the 
view that the draft Site Allocations DPD was 'based on robust 
evidence' but does account for the LDA Design letter 
demonstrating the contrary, that the evidence base is not 
robust. 

None stated. As noted the  Executive Meeting of the Council on 4 June 2015, the Council's Monitoring 
Officer recommended to the Executive that the draft Site Allocations DPD met the 
requirements of national policy and EU Directives, and had been informed by robust evidence. 
Therefore the issues raised by LDA Design on behalf of the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum 
should be considered as part of the Regulation 18 consultation. The Council has taken the 
response by LDA Design into account as a representation to the Regulation 18 consultation 
and has formally responded under Representor ID 19. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Objects to the release of Green Belt land for development for 
a number of reasons. The first is that the Council has 
approved the draft Site Allocations DPD without taking into 
account representations received. The Executive were of the 
view that the draft Site Allocations DPD was 'based on robust 
evidence' but does account for the LDA Design letter 
demonstrating the contrary, that the evidence base is not 
robust. 

None stated. As noted the  Executive Meeting of the Council on 4 June 2015, the Council's Monitoring 
Officer recommended to the Executive that the draft Site Allocations DPD met the 
requirements of national policy and EU Directives, and had been informed by robust evidence. 
Therefore the issues raised by LDA Design on behalf of the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum 
should be considered as part of the Regulation 18 consultation. The Council has taken the 
response by LDA Design into account as a representation to the Regulation 18 consultation 
and has formally responded under Representor ID 19. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Infrastructure difficulties and transport and access flagged. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Infrastructure difficulties and transport and access flagged. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 The site is part of land surrounding Pyrford Conservation 
Area and analysis shows fields were once farmed by 
residents of Pyrford. Whilst development would not affect 
architecture and layout of the village, it could erode its rural 
setting. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 The site is part of land surrounding Pyrford Conservation 
Area and analysis shows fields were once farmed by 
residents of Pyrford. Whilst development would not affect 
architecture and layout of the village, it could erode its rural 
setting. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 19.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB12 Water Resource and Hydrology: Any local evidence flood 
risk and drainage 

None stated. As set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Thames Water has provided robust 
wording for the Council to incorporate in the DPD to make sure that the wastewater and 
sewerage infrastructure needs of development are fully assessed and where necessary, 
mitigation provided as part of the planning application process. See Section 3.0, paragraph 
3.10 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
 
The representation regarding flood risk has been addressed in Section 5.0 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. It should be noted that the site is within Flood Zone 1 where the risk of 
flooding is lowest and there has been no objection to the principle of development from the 
Environment Agency. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

488 Anthony Embling GB13 Water Resource and Hydrology: Any local evidence flood 
risk and drainage 

None stated. As set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Thames Water has provided robust 
wording for the Council to incorporate in the DPD to make sure that the wastewater and 
sewerage infrastructure needs of development are fully assessed and where necessary, 
mitigation provided as part of the planning application process. See Section 3.0, paragraph 
3.10 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
 
The representation regarding flood risk has been addressed in Section 5.0 of the Issues and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Matters Topic Paper. It should be noted that the site is within Flood Zone 1 where the risk of 
flooding is lowest and there has been no objection to the principle of development from the 
Environment Agency. 

338 Mary Emery GB4 Flooding is a significant problem, ref Winter 2013.  None stated. Whilst this has been comprehensively addressed in in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood incidents in Byfleet and can advise that 
the Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB5 Flooding is a significant problem, ref Winter 2013.  None stated. Whilst this has been comprehensively addressed in in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood incidents in Byfleet and can advise that 
the Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB12 Flooding is a significant problem, ref Winter 2013.  None stated. Whilst this has been comprehensively addressed in in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood incidents in Byfleet and can advise that 
the Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB13 Flooding is a significant problem, ref Winter 2013.  None stated. Whilst this has been comprehensively addressed in in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood incidents in Byfleet and can advise that 
the Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB15 Flooding is a significant problem, ref Winter 2013.  None stated. Whilst this has been comprehensively addressed in in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood incidents in Byfleet and can advise that 
the Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB16 Flooding is a significant problem, ref Winter 2013.  None stated. Whilst this has been comprehensively addressed in in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood incidents in Byfleet and can advise that 
the Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB4 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford. The 
existing infrastructure is insufficient, the additional residents 
will exacerbate the problem 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB13 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford. The 
existing infrastructure is insufficient, the additional residents 
will exacerbate the problem 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB5 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford. The 
existing infrastructure is insufficient, the additional residents 
will exacerbate the problem 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB12 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford. The 
existing infrastructure is insufficient, the additional residents 
will exacerbate the problem 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB15 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford. The 
existing infrastructure is insufficient, the additional residents 
will exacerbate the problem 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB16 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford. The 
existing infrastructure is insufficient, the additional residents 
will exacerbate the problem 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB4 The area experiences heavy congestion at peak times, 
particularly the A245, further development would increase 
traffic and pollution here 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

338 Mary Emery GB5 The area experiences heavy congestion at peak times, 
particularly the A245, further development would increase 
traffic and pollution here 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB12 The area experiences heavy congestion at peak times, 
particularly the A245, further development would increase 
traffic and pollution here 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

338 Mary Emery GB13 The area experiences heavy congestion at peak times, 
particularly the A245, further development would increase 
traffic and pollution here 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

338 Mary Emery GB15 The area experiences heavy congestion at peak times, 
particularly the A245, further development would increase 
traffic and pollution here 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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338 Mary Emery GB16 The area experiences heavy congestion at peak times, 
particularly the A245, further development would increase 
traffic and pollution here 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB12 Another concern is that proposals will result in the removal of 
trees to achieve sufficient road access from the sites. This 
would result in the loss of effective screening along here. 

None stated. Development proposals will need meet all other relevant Development Plan Policies including 
robust policies in the Core Strategy and emerging Development Management Policies which 
seek to protect and encourage the creation of Green Infrastructure including trees.  
Development will also be built to high environmental standards in accordance with the 
environmental/climate change requirements of the Core Strategy.  
 
Also, this proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the 
development of the site acceptable. This includes the retention of boundary planting, mature 
trees, tree belts and the requirement to conduct landscape assessment/ecological survey/ tree 
survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable landscape features. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB13 Another concern is that proposals will result in the removal of 
trees to achieve sufficient road access from the sites. This 
would result in the loss of effective screening along here. 

None stated. Development proposals will need meet all other relevant Development Plan Policies including 
robust policies in the Core Strategy and emerging Development Management Policies which 
seek to protect and encourage the creation of Green Infrastructure including trees.  
Development will also be built to high environmental standards in accordance with the 
environmental/climate change requirements of the Core Strategy.  
 
Also, this proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the 
development of the site acceptable. This includes the retention of boundary planting, mature 
trees, tree belts and the requirement to conduct landscape assessment/ecological survey/ tree 
survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable landscape features. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB12 Both sites are valuable aesthetically. A more flattering photo 
of GB12 is attached to demonstrate the point 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0. Most of the proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to 
accommodate change based on the landscape character as assessed in the Green Belt 
Boundary review. In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust 
policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any 
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse 
impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including 
the conservation and enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB13 Both sites are valuable aesthetically. A more flattering photo 
of GB12 is attached to demonstrate the point 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0. Most of the proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to 
accommodate change based on the landscape character as assessed in the Green Belt 
Boundary review. In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust 
policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any 
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including 
the conservation and enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features  

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB12 Appreciates the need for houses to meet future need 
however does not support the development of GB12 or 
GB13. Alternative sites are suggested including: on Pyrford 
Road alongside Traditions Golf Course, on Old Woking Road 
opposite East Hill and the International School, the existing 
Pyrford Cricket ground and Village Hall if these could be 
replaced by new sports/recreation grounds and halls on 
Randall’s Field (GB12) and the Arbor site.  

None stated. The representation provides a number of alternative sites for consideration. The representation 
did not provide any specific details or site plan regarding the areas of land to be considered by 
the Council. The Council will consider any further information or site specific details that the 
representor wishes to present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations 
DPD. 
 
Pyrford Road alongside Traditions Golf Course 
The area was considered as part of the Green Belt boundary review (Parcel 8) which 
concluded that the area had low suitability for removal from the Green Belt. 
 
Old Woking Road opposite East Hill and the International School 
The area was considered as part of the Green Belt boundary review (Parcel 12) which 
concluded that the area contained major constraints including SNCI, Registered Park and 
Garden, AHAP and Escarpment. The area was also considered to have little or no capacity to 
change in terms of its landscape character and sensitivity.  
 
Provided this information is presented to the Council, it will assess the site through the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. However at this time the site can not be considered in 
further detail until additional information is provided by the representor. 
 
Pyrford Cricket ground and Village Hall  
The Council has assessed the site through the SA process and will not be taking it forward for 
development. See the SA for further information. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB13 Appreciates the need for houses to meet future need 
however does not support the development of GB12 or 
GB13. Alternative sites are suggested including: on Pyrford 
Road alongside Traditions Golf Course, on Old Woking Road 
opposite East Hill and the International School, he existing 
Pyrford Cricket ground and Village Hall if these could be 
replaced by new sports/recreation grounds and halls on 
Randall’s Field (GB12) and the Arbor site.  

None stated. The representation provides a number of alternative sites for consideration. The representation 
did not provide any specific details or site plan regarding the areas of land to be considered by 
the Council. The Council will consider any further information or site specific details that the 
representor wishes to present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations 
DPD. 
 
Pyrford Road alongside Traditions Golf Course 
The area was considered as part of the Green Belt boundary review (Parcel 8) which 
concluded that the area had low suitability for removal from the Green Belt. 
 
Old Woking Road opposite East Hill and the International School 
The area was considered as part of the Green Belt boundary review (Parcel 12) which 
concluded that the area contained major constraints including SNCI, Registered Park and 
Garden, AHAP and Escarpment. The area was also considered to have little or no capacity to 
change in terms of its landscape character and sensitivity.  
 
Provided this information is presented to the Council, it will assess the site through the 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process. However at this time the site can not be considered in 
further detail until additional information is provided by the representor. 
 
Pyrford Cricket ground and Village Hall  
The Council has assessed the site through the SA process and will not be taking it forward for 
development. See the SA for further information. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB12 Object to proposals. Development proposals will have a 
detrimental effect on the character and rural landscape. The 
village is on the edge of the GB with views extending across 
the North Downs from GB12 and GB13. The feeling of being 
in open countryside would be completely lost. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0, 19.0 and Section 7.0 
 
In addition, the Council acknowledges the individual character of Pyrford. This is noted in 
several Council documents including the Heritage of Woking (2000) and the Woking Character 
Study (2010). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB13 Object to proposals. Development proposals will have a 
detrimental effect on the character and rural landscape. The 
village is on the edge of the GB with views extending across 
the North Downs from GB12 and GB13. The feeling of being 
in open countryside would be completely lost. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0, 19.0 and Section 7.0 
 
In addition, the Council acknowledges the individual character of Pyrford. This is noted in 
several Council documents including the Heritage of Woking (2000) and the Woking Character 
Study (2010). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB12 WBC have gone against the recommendations in the GBBR 
and put forward GB13.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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of this representation 

1309 Gerald, 
Shirley 

Emes GB13 WBC have gone against the recommendations in the GBBR 
and put forward GB13.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

13 Lynden England UA1 Byfleet library has been run very successfully by volunteers 
for the last three years. If redeveloped an increase in library 
size would be much appreciated. This facility is much 
appreciated within the village and especially by those who 
cannot easily travel outside Byfleet. 

An increase in 
library size 
would be 
much 
appreciated as 
we are quite 
cramped at 
present. 

The proposals (UA1) would include a replacement library. The Council will ensure that any 
scheme that comes forward enhances this community facility. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

13 Lynden England General Flood risks are a very great concern for a lot of Byfleet 
residents, would further development on flood plain areas be 
at all appropriate? 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5. The Council is satisfied that the site can be developed without 
exacerbating flood risk in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

700 Amanda Engley GB15 Object to Green Belt land at West Byfleet being used for 
houses and a school. Parvis road is already gridlocked and 
further development will make the situation worse. With a 
large elderly population in the area, how will emergency 
vehicles get through the congestion. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD does not allocate the site for a private school. The Council is 
seeking to allocate the site for an employment-led mixed use development to include quality 
offices and research premises and residential including affordable housing and housing to 
meet the accommodation needs of the elderly. The Council believe that this is an important 
employment site as no other similar sites are available in the borough. The existing planning 
application for the proposed private school and residential development is a developer led 
scheme that will be assessed on its own merits.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council has also consulted with the relevant emergency services to make sure their 
operational requirements are not compromised as a result of the proposed allocations. 
 
The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

700 Amanda Engley GB16 Object to Green Belt land at West Byfleet being used for 
houses and a school. Parvis road is already gridlocked and 
further development will make the situation worse. With a 
large elderly population in the area, how will emergency 
vehicles get through the congestion. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD does not allocate the site for a private school. The Council is 
seeking to allocate the site for an employment-led mixed use development to include quality 
offices and research premises and residential including affordable housing and housing to 
meet the accommodation needs of the elderly. The Council believe that this is an important 
employment site as no other similar sites are available in the borough. The existing planning 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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application for the proposed private school and residential development is a developer led 
scheme that will be assessed on its own merits.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council has also consulted with the relevant emergency services to make sure their 
operational requirements are not compromised as a result of the proposed allocations. 
 
The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 

700 Amanda Engley GB15 The Green Belt area proposed is prone to flooding and the 
proposal is irresponsible and dangerous. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

700 Amanda Engley GB16 The Green Belt area proposed is prone to flooding and the 
proposal is irresponsible and dangerous. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 Object to disruption to all residents and traffic during the 
building process. An example was seen when the B367 
bridges were repaired.  

None stated. The construction of any development will be appropriately managed to minimise disruption to 
residents. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test 
– Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the 
allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic 
over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the 
proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be 
funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures 
to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. 
Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make 
sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 Object to disruption to all residents and traffic during the 
building process. An example was seen when the B367 
bridges were repaired.  

None stated. The Council will work with developers to make that the construction phase of any development 
is carefully managed to minimise disruption. Generally the Council will ensure that the traffic 
implications of the proposals are fully addressed. The Council has carried out a revised Green 
Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess 
the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net 
but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated 
to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding 
and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to 
support planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant 
proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and 
appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council 
is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to 
inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County 
Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by 
the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be 
acceptable in transport terms. 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 Proposals will substantially increase traffic, already choked 
roads could not cope. Suffer through traffic from the A3 and 
M25. The B367 and Upshot Lane priority junction is already 
busy and an accident cluster: there may be issues with its 
design, layout or condition of the highway. A roundabout at 
the priority junction would require a large diameter, causing 
significant tree loss and landscape/heritage impacts. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 Proposals will substantially increase traffic, already choked 
roads could not cope. Suffer through traffic from the A3 and 
M25. The B367 and Upshot Lane priority junction is already 
busy and an accident cluster: there may be issues with its 
design, layout or condition of the highway. A roundabout at 
the priority junction would require a large diameter, causing 
significant tree loss and landscape/heritage impacts. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 20 and 3. It is not envisaged that the proposals will 
adversely impact on the  heritage assets, character or landscape setting of the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 There will not be enough school places; the oversubscribed 
primary school is being redeveloped but will not be large 
enough.  

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 There will not be enough school places; the oversubscribed 
primary school is being redeveloped but will not be large 
enough.  

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 Access to both sites would be problematic due to the dense 
tree line/hedgerow boundary. Much tree clearance would 
reduce the rural nature of village. 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that a satisfactory access can be achieved. This a  site specific 
requirements that will be addressed as part of the development management process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 Access to both sites would be problematic due to the dense 
tree line/hedgerow boundary. Much tree clearance would 
reduce the rural nature of village. 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that a satisfactory access can be achieved. This a  site specific 
requirements that will be addressed as part of the development management process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 The area is of archaeological importance. None stated. The key requirements of the proposals will make sure that the archaeological implications of 
any development is fully assessed through a requirement for a survey to be carried out.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 The area is of archaeological importance. None stated. The key requirements of the proposals will make sure that the archaeological implications of 
any development is fully assessed through a requirement for a survey to be carried out.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12  
I object to building on Green Belt land. Horrified to learn of 
the proposals, which are contrary to 2014 recommendations 
for Pyrford and environs. Pyrford has a unique special 
character which has to be taken into account. This would be 
overdevelopment eradicating the Green Belt.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of the proposals is addressed in 
detain in Section 20 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13  
I object to building on Green Belt land. Horrified to learn of 
the proposals, which are contrary to 2014 recommendations 
for Pyrford and environs. Pyrford has a unique special 
character which has to be taken into account. This would be 
overdevelopment eradicating the Green Belt.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 I object to the proposal to build on Green Belt land in Upshot 
Lane. Horrified to learn of proposals, which are contrary to 
2014 recommendations for Pyrford and environs. Pyrford has 
a unique special character which has to be taken into 
account. This would be overdevelopment eradicating the 
Green Belt. There would be an adverse effect on local 
properties. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of the proposals is addressed in 
detain in Section 20 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 I object to the proposal to build on Green Belt land in Upshot 
Lane. Horrified to learn of proposals, which are contrary to 
2014 recommendations for Pyrford and environs. Pyrford has 
a unique special character which has to be taken into 
account. This would be overdevelopment eradicating the 
Green Belt. There would be an adverse effect on local 
properties. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12  
Unacceptable that Woking Borough Council has ignored 
representations from advisers and the local forum.  
 
Please consider the opinions of local residents whose lives 
will be blighted by loss of fields, traffic increase and 
unsustainable overcrowding. 

None stated. The Council has not ignored the views of the Neighbourhood Forum. However, it has to 
balance that with its responsibility to meet the development needs of the area. The justification 
for the release of Green Belt land for development is addressed comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13  
Unacceptable that Woking Borough Council has ignored 
representations from advisers and the local forum.  
 
Please consider the opinions of local residents whose lives 
will be blighted by loss of fields, traffic increase and 
unsustainable overcrowding. 

None stated. The Council has not ignored the views of the Neighbourhood Forum. However, it has to 
balance that with its responsibility to meet the development needs of the area. The justification 
for the release of Green Belt land for development is addressed comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB12 Proposals will substantially increase traffic, already choked 
roads could not cope. Suffer through traffic from the A3 and 
M25. There will not be enough school places as the local 
oversubscribed primary school is being redeveloped but will 
not be large enough. Unacceptable that Woking Borough 
Council has ignored representations from advisers and the 
local forum.  
 
Please consider the opinions of local residents whose lives 
will be blighted by loss of fields, traffic increase and 
unsustainable overcrowding. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1067 Kate Eriksen GB13 Proposals will substantially increase traffic, already choked 
roads could not cope. Suffer through traffic from the A3 and 
M25. There will not be enough school places as the local 
oversubscribed primary school is being redeveloped but will 
not be large enough. Unacceptable that Woking Borough 
Council has ignored representations from advisers and the 
local forum.  
 
Please consider the opinions of local residents whose lives 
will be blighted by loss of fields, traffic increase and 
unsustainable overcrowding. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

1156 Kate Eriksen GB12  
I object to building on Green Belt land. Horrified to learn of 
the proposals, which are contrary to 2014 recommendations 
for Pyrford and environs. Pyrford has a unique special 
character which has to be taken into account. This would be 
overdevelopment eradicating the Green Belt.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council accepts that Pyrford has a distinctive 
character. However, it is not envisaged that this will be undermined by the proposals. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1156 Kate Eriksen GB13  
I object to building on Green Belt land. Horrified to learn of 
the proposals, which are contrary to 2014 recommendations 
for Pyrford and environs. Pyrford has a unique special 
character which has to be taken into account. This would be 
overdevelopment eradicating the Green Belt.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1156 Kate Eriksen GB12 Unacceptable that Woking Borough Council has ignored 
representations from advisers and the local forum.  
 
Please consider the opinions of local residents whose lives 
will be blighted by loss of fields, traffic increase and 
unsustainable overcrowding. 

None stated. The Council has not ignored the views of the Neighbourhood Forum. However, it has to 
balance that with its responsibility to meet the development needs of the area. The justification 
for the release of Green Belt land for development is addressed comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1156 Kate Eriksen GB13 Unacceptable that Woking Borough Council has ignored 
representations from advisers and the local forum.  
 
Please consider the opinions of local residents whose lives 
will be blighted by loss of fields, traffic increase and 
unsustainable overcrowding. 

None stated. The Council has not ignored the views of the Neighbourhood Forum. However, it has to 
balance that with its responsibility to meet the development needs of the area. The justification 
for the release of Green Belt land for development is addressed comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1156 Kate Eriksen GB12 Proposals will substantially increase traffic, already choked 
roads could not cope. Suffer through traffic from the A3 and 
M25. There will not be enough school places as the local 
oversubscribed primary school is being redeveloped but will 
not be large enough.  

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1156 Kate Eriksen GB13 Proposals will substantially increase traffic, already choked 
roads could not cope. Suffer through traffic from the A3 and 
M25. There will not be enough school places as the local 
oversubscribed primary school is being redeveloped but will 
not be large enough.  

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

904 G Errett GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB8 Suggest the Free School being built on land adjacent to the 
Adult Education Centre at Bosey Lane. 

Suggest the 
Free School 
being built on 
land adjacent 
to the Adult 
Education 
Centre at 
Bosey Lane. 

The representation provides an alternative sites for consideration. The representation did not 
provide any specific details or site plan regarding the areas of land to be considered by the 
Council. The Council will consider any further information or site specific details that the 
representor wishes to present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations 
DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB10 Suggest the Free School being built on land adjacent to the 
Adult Education Centre at Bosey Lane. 

Suggest the 
Free School 
being built on 
land adjacent 
to the Adult 
Education 
Centre at 
Bosey Lane. 

The representation provides an alternative sites for consideration. The representation did not 
provide any specific details or site plan regarding the areas of land to be considered by the 
Council. The Council will consider any further information or site specific details that the 
representor wishes to present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations 
DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB11 Suggest the Free School being built on land adjacent to the 
Adult Education Centre at Bosey Lane. 

Suggest the 
Free School 
being built on 
land adjacent 
to the Adult 
Education 
Centre at 
Bosey Lane. 

The representation provides an alternative sites for consideration. The representation did not 
provide any specific details or site plan regarding the areas of land to be considered by the 
Council. The Council will consider any further information or site specific details that the 
representor wishes to present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations 
DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB8 Pupils will travel to school via car. The road network is at 
capacity and development will make this worse. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB10 Pupils will travel to school via car. The road network is at 
capacity and development will make this worse. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB11 Pupils will travel to school via car. The road network is at 
capacity and development will make this worse. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB8 Giving permission for a school will lead to housing 
developments either side which would not be sustainable. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

131 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

904 G Errett GB10 Giving permission for a school will lead to housing 
developments either side which would not be sustainable. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB11 Giving permission for a school will lead to housing 
developments either side which would not be sustainable. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village and rural type area. Mayford 
is unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village and rural type area. Mayford 
is unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB8 Object to housing development on site. There is insufficient 
infrastructure to cope with large developments. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB10 Object to housing development on site. There is insufficient 
infrastructure to cope with large developments. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

904 G Errett GB11 Object to housing development on site. There is insufficient 
infrastructure to cope with large developments. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 Traveller sites include space for related business activities 
which further worsen the visual impact and affect the wildlife 
in the vicinity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. The need to identify land in the Green Belt and safeguard land for future development needs is 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. As set out in 
these Sections, the Council considers its approach to be consistent with national planning 
policy (NPPF). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 Lack of arguments to justify development proposed. Housing 
need does not justify harm to the Green Belt, as stated in the 
NPPF. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Object to housing development on the site. Would increase 
Mayford's population by 60% which is unsustainable in all 
respects. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 Object to increasing number of pitches on the site. The site is 
adjacent to Smarts Heath SSSI, additional pitches would 
increase the risk to wildlife due to human presence and 
increased domestic animals. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Over recent years WTC has seen significant development 
which is out of keeping with a small town. The high rises 
create a suffocating and impersonal corporate atmosphere. 
There are no green spaces in the Town Centre. The road 
network is at capacity and suffers from congestion. 
Studies show the aesthetics of a place and the availability of 
open and green spaces are important to wellbeing. Currently 
residents take refuge in the Green Belt, which is also a 
habitat for flora and fauna. 
Concerned Woking will look like Croydon. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0,18.0, 20.0 21.0, 23.0 and 24.0 
 
Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a 
number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as a key 
requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 20015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 20015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 20015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Disagrees with the Council's statement "land released from 
Green Belt will not undermine its purpose and integrity" 
(Executive Statement, 4th June 20015) 

None stated. The terminology was used in the Green Belt Boundary Review to assess whether development 
would significantly undermine the original reasons for designating the land as Green Belt as set 
out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 No consideration on the effects on the health of residents 
from increased levels of pollution. 

None stated. The Council monitors air quality throughout the Borough to make sure pollution levels remain 
below the recommended/legal limit. In terms of Planning Policy, Core Strategy Policy CS21 as 
well as the Development Management Policies DPD set out a robust policy framework to make 
sure that new development does not have a significant impact on pollution, including air, light, 
noise and water. Where a negative impact is identified, the Council will require mitigation 
measures to be implemented. This can only be determined at the planning application stage, 
when development proposals are considered in more detail and where up to date evidence can 
be used to establish the baseline levels. 
 
This has also been considered in the Sustainability Appraisal which is available on the 
Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless this site (a number of the proposed allocations) will require a detailed ecological 
survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 The reasons for establishing Green Belt are good. All options 
have not been explored and there are no exceptional 
circumstance to require development on Green Belt. Loss of 
green spaces will impact Mayford and the whole Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
No independently verified evidence demonstrating all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 
Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 Land is at risk of flooding and would require substantial 
investment to mediate this. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 and Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 The proposed SANG will not offset the effects the 
developments will have. 

None stated. To clarify, Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) is an established mitigation 
measure to specifically address any harm caused by residential development on the Special 
Protection Area (SPA). The purpose of a SANG is to draw visitors away from the SPA to the 
SANG, thereby protecting the SPA from degradation through increased use. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB7 The burden of the site not being well connected for 
pedestrians, car and other access to local infrastructure has 
not been considered in the proposal. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 It has not been considered that the road network is already 
at capacity and a source of considerable pollution, further 
development will make the situation and effects worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
Please note that planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school 
and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. Highways 
issues would have been considered as part of the proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 There are no amenities or infrastructure to support an 
increase in population. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB8 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB9 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB10 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1039 Sylvia Ertelt GB11 Worplesdon Station is already at capacity and there is no 
safe pedestrian route to it. Solutions to its problems would 
not be possible without major alterations to the Green Belt. 

None stated. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  
 
Since the Infrastructure Delivery Plan was published Network Rail is  
developing its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure in the Borough, 
as set out in the Wessex Report. Network Rail are currently in the process of increasing the 
parking provision across a number of stations along this route in order to increase capacity at 
individual stations and usage of the trains across the network. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1290 John Escott GB7 Representation submits a new site for consideration. The site 
is approximately 4.2 ha located to the south of Smarts Heath 
Road.  
It comprises a former garden nursery with a range of disused 
greenhouses and outbuildings.  
The site is located in the vicinity of GB7 and GB8. It is 

Site 
suggestion 

The representation did not provide any specific details regarding the area of land to be 
considered by the Council, although the representor states that it was submitted during 
previous call for sites and therefore it is likely that the site has been considered. The Council 
will consider any further information or site specific details that the representor wishes to 
present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations DPD. Provided this 
information is presented to the Council, it will assess the site through the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. However at this time the site can not be considered in further detail 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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considered that the development of GB8 would isolate the 
proposed site and would therefore render it ineffective to 
perform any strategic function. 
It is suggested that GB8 be extended to include the new site 
proposed. This could accommodate additional traveller 
pitches and conventional residential development. 
The site could be removed from the GB and still provide a 
sound and defensible boundary. 
The site is also partially PDL and is therefore acceptable in 
principle provided such development does not cause greater 
harm to the openness of the GB.  

until additional information is provided by the representor. 
 
From the description provided, the general area appears to have been assessed under 
SHLAAMSG038 and falls under parcel 17 in the Green Belt Boundary Review (GBBR). The 
GBBR found that any development in parcel 17 would relate poorly to the settlement pattern, 
that the area had low capacity for change and contained numerous absolute constraints.  

1290 John Escott GB8 Representation submits a new site for consideration. The site 
is approximately 4.2 ha located to the south of Smarts Heath 
Road.  
It comprises a former garden nursery with a range of disused 
greenhouses and outbuildings.  
The site is located in the vicinity of GB7 and GB8. It is 
considered that the development of GB8 would isolate the 
proposed site and would therefore render it ineffective to 
perform any strategic function. 
It is suggested that GB8 be extended to include the new site 
proposed. This could accommodate additional traveller 
pitches and conventional residential development. 
The site could be removed from the GB and still provide a 
sound and defensible boundary. 
The site is also partially PDL and is therefore acceptable in 
principle provided such development does not cause greater 
harm to the openness of the GB.  

Site 
suggestion 

The representation did not provide any specific details regarding the area of land to be 
considered by the Council, although the representor states that it was submitted during 
previous call for sites and therefore it is likely that the site has been considered. The Council 
will consider any further information or site specific details that the representor wishes to 
present during the Regulation 19 consultation of the Site Allocations DPD. Provided this 
information is presented to the Council, it will assess the site through the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. However at this time the site can not be considered in further detail 
until additional information is provided by the representor. 
 
From the description provided, the general area appears to have been assessed under 
SHLAAMSG038 and falls under parcel 17 in the Green Belt Boundary Review (GBBR). The 
GBBR found that any development in parcel 17 would relate poorly to the settlement pattern, 
that the area had low capacity for change and contained numerous absolute constraints.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

47 Gareth Evans General Concerned about the increase of traffic that will be created 
by the proposals. The Council needs to address traffic 
around the Town Centre, Railway Bridge, 6 Crossroad and 
through Old Woking. 
 
 
 
Encouraging other forms of transport is good but the shift 
towards these will not happen within the Plan period. 
 
 
 
Suggestion of free bus passes for over 60s to try to alleviate 
some of the traffic problem 

Suggestion of 
free bus 
passes for 
over 60s to try 
to alleviate 
some of the 
traffic problem 

The issue about traffic has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section  20, The need for a range of transport modes is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. This includes rail infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

47 Gareth Evans General Concerned that new building estates don't provide enough 
parking for new households (1-2 cars per flat/house).  
 
 
 
Lack of specific parking provision lea to parking on roads. 

None stated. The Council has an adopted Car and Cycle Parking Standards that will apply when specific 
schemes come up for determination. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

47 Gareth Evans GB6 Concerned about the increase of traffic that will be created 
by the proposals. The Council needs to address traffic 
around the Town Centre, Railway Bridge, 6 Crossroad and 
through Old Woking. 
 
 
 
 Encouraging other forms of transport is good but the shift 
towards these will not happen within the Plan period. 
 
 
 

Suggestion of 
free bus 
passes for 
over 60s to try 
to alleviate 
some of the 
traffic problem 

The general approach to addressing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals 
is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. Land at 6 Crossroad has been identified and safeguarded in the Site Allocations 
DPD (Proposal GB6 of the Site Allocations DPD) to enable future improvements to be made. 
The suggestion for a free bus pass for the over 60s is not a planning matter but the Council will 
draw this to the attention of the responsible people. This is fully acknowledged. As part of 
Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see 
how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to 
meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as 
Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment 
to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the 
back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Suggestion of free bus passes for over 60s to try to alleviate 
some of the traffic problem 

47 Gareth Evans UA23 Concerned about the increase of traffic that will be created 
by the proposals. The Council needs to address traffic 
around the Town Centre, Railway Bridge, 6 Crossroad and 
through Old Woking. 
 
 
 
 Encouraging other forms of transport is good but the shift 
towards these will not happen within the Plan period. 
 
 
 
Suggestion of free bus passes for over 60s to try to alleviate 
some of the traffic problem 

Suggestion of 
free bus 
passes for 
over 60s to try 
to alleviate 
some of the 
traffic problem 

The general approach to addressing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals 
is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
20 and 3. Land at 6 Crossroad has been identified and safeguarded in the Site Allocations 
DPD (Proposal GB6 of the Site Allocations DPD) to enable future improvements to be made. 
The suggestion for a free bus pass for the over 60s is not a planning matter but the Council will 
draw this to the attention of the responsible people. This is fully acknowledged. As part of 
Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see 
how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to 
meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as 
Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment 
to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the 
back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB4 The area is full up. Roads and the local area are 
overcrowded and further development will make it worse. 
The proposals will affect local people's quality of life.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 The area is full up. Roads and the local area are 
overcrowded and further development will make it worse. 
The proposals will affect local people's quality of life.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB4 Byfleet has previously flooded or is in danger of flooding None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 Byfleet has previously flooded or is in danger of flooding None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB4 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. 

None stated. The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any 
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We 
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of 
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a 
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under 
Representor ID 1524. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. 

None stated. The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any 
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We 
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of 
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a 
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under 
Representor ID 1524. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB4 The infrastructure can not cope with additional residents. 
This should be sorted out before new housing is considered. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. In addition, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate 
GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted 
that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. 
Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to 
work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 The infrastructure can not cope with additional residents. 
This should be sorted out before new housing is considered. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. In addition, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate 
GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted 
that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. 
Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to 
work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB4 The Green Belt must be preserved and there must be other 
land available for development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 The Green Belt must be preserved and there must be other 
land available for development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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748 Leslie Evans GB4 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

748 Leslie Evans GB4 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

748 Leslie Evans GB5 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

916 Jennifer Evans GB15 Development will be detrimental due to the loss of Green 
Belt in an area with little green space. 

None stated. The Council notes the comment regarding the lack of open space in West Byfleet. 
Nevertheless the Council has decided through the Core Strategy that the significant unmet 
need for housing justifies the need to release Green Belt land for housing development. In 
doing so it is important that development is directed to the most sustainable locations of the 
Borough. It is within this broad spatial strategy context that sites are allocated for development. 
To clarify, the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the 
ward of West Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to 
provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of 
Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council 
sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured 
through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

916 Jennifer Evans GB15 Health provision and schools are already at capacity and 
further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  
 
Surrey County Council is the main provider of Education in the area. It provided detailed 
assessment of education needs to support the Core Strategy. It is satisfied that the 
combination of expanding capacity at existing schools and the allocation of the specific site for 
a secondary school in the DPD will meet the education needs of the area. In addition, there is 
the likelihood of further education provision coming forward on the back of the Government’s 
free school initiative if the need can be justified. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

916 Jennifer Evans GB15 The road network is already at capacity, further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

916 Jennifer Evans GB15 There is already a flooding the area and further development 
could impact this. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

917 Robert Evans GB16 The road network is already at capacity, further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
It is noted that there will be some disruption during the construction period of the named sites. 
Nevertheless this will be taken into account at the planning application stage in order to 
minimise the disruption on local communities, including noise, dust, traffic and air pollution. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

917 Robert Evans GB16 Increase traffic will deteriorate air quality. None stated. With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 
policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to air quality  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

917 Robert Evans GB16 Local infrastructure and services are already at capacity, 
further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with utility service providers to 
make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 
 
In addition, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP 
provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted 
that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. 
Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to 
work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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917 Robert Evans GB16 The village character will be lost. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

917 Robert Evans GB16 Parking problems and the road network are already at 
capacity, further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific requirements for parking for 
new development. The SPD will be applied when development comes forward. In addition, 
Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken into account in applying the 
standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic congestion. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council has also consulted with the relevant emergency services to make sure their 
operational requirements are not compromised as a result of the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB12 98.2% of residents (from a large sample) consulted on the 
PNP were concerned about local infrastructure deficits and 
the danger to heritage views from the Pyrford Escarpment. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The representation regarding views and landscape has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0.  
 
In landscape terms, most of the allocations have the capacity to accommodate change. This is 
set out within the Green Belt Boundary Review. Development can be achieved on this site 
without undermining the landscape character of the area. Core Strategy Policies CS21 and 
CS24 will be taken into account at the Development Management stage, in particular 
protecting important views. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB13 98.2% of residents (from a large sample) consulted on the 
PNP were concerned about local infrastructure deficits and 
the danger to heritage views from the Pyrford Escarpment. 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The representation regarding views and landscape has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0.  
 
In landscape terms, most of the allocations have the capacity to accommodate change. This is 
set out within the Green Belt Boundary Review. Development can be achieved on this site 
without undermining the landscape character of the area. Core Strategy Policies CS21 and 
CS24 will be taken into account at the Development Management stage, in particular 
protecting important views. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB12 One of the fields was not recommended by the GBBR. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1030 Elizabeth Evans GB13 One of the fields was not recommended by the GBBR. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Land is a finite resource. Once released for development and 
not replenished the land is lost and sets a precedent for the 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Green Belt should be flexible, but the total area of Green Belt 
land should not be reduced. Any site removed from the 
Green Belt should be counterbalanced by an equivalent 
amount of land which is unprotected and/or not developed. 

None stated. The Council note the proposal to replace Green Belt land used for development with new 
Green Belt within the Borough. The Council during the preparation and examination of the 
Core Strategy, successfully put forward that it was able to identify enough land in the existing 
urban area to meet the development needs of the Borough until 2022. After this time, the 
Green Belt should be considered as a future direction for growth. The Green Belt boundary 
review has identified a robust Green Belt boundary which has been considered by the Council 
and is thought to enable a defensible boundary to be drawn that will endure over a long period 
of time, beyond the Core Strategy period. This is consistent with the NPPF. The need to create 
a defensible boundary is noted in particular as the Green Belt is tightly drawn around the 
existing urban area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Investment property and safe-haven housing owned by non-
residents and unoccupied for longer than six months should 
be subject to high levels of council tax, or brought into use by 
the Council. 

None stated. This is not a Planning matter No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB12 Does not support building on both sites, especially building 
south of Aviary Road. 

None stated. Noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB13 Does not support building on both sites, especially building 
south of Aviary Road. 

None stated. Noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Raises a concern that the decision of SCC to sell urban land 
for development and then look to low cost Green Belt land to 
meet the need for new schools is affecting the Green Belt.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Concerned about Green Belt development, in relation to: 
Green Belt environmental purpose; Green Belt 
replenishment; finite land limits; SCC strategic decisions. 
The Green Belt improves air quality, reduces urban heat, 
mitigates against the impacts of climate change by acting as 
a flood plain, provides access to the countryside, and is used 
for agriculture and forestry. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. In particular, see Section 1.0, 2.0, 3.0, 9.0 and 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB12 The resident’s rights in law are well supported and should be 
upheld. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 6.0. The Council considers the DPD to be legally sound and 
compliant.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans GB13 The resident’s rights in law are well supported and should be 
upheld. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 6.0. The Council considers the DPD to be legally sound and 
compliant.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General The 800+ empty properties in the Borough should be used 
for housing. 

None stated. The housing need estimate takes into consideration the expected supply arising from 
vacancies in the existing stock. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Regeneration projects to meet housing needs in areas of 
poor quality housing, such as Walton Road, should be 
prioritised. 

None stated. The Council notes the support for regeneration projects in areas such as Walton Road. As part 
of the Site Allocations DPD process, the Council is required to consider sites that are available 
for development and have a reasonable chance of being delivered. This is set out in national 
planning policy. Although there are a number of sites on Walton Road that are identified in the 
SHLAA, many of these sites do not achieve the minimum 10 unit threshold to be included 
within Site Allocations DPD.  
 
It should be noted that the Site Allocations DPD includes three sites within or adjacent to 
Walton Road for redevelopment. These sites are considered to be deliverable, in sustainable 
locations and available for development. 
 
If the representor is able to submit further detail during the Regulation 19 consultation, showing 
a site boundary for example, for the areas of regeneration that would be suitable for 
development, then these will be considered by the Council in due course. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Support and prioritise the redevelopment of urban brownfield 
land with lower-rise mixed developments of tenure-blind 
housing. The same amount of dwellings can be achieved 

None stated. As set out in the Core Strategy, well designed high density development will be encouraged, in 
particular in the Town Centre. High density development supports sustainable communities 
where people have good access to housing, services, transport and infrastructure in close 
proximity. The Council has a robust policy framework to ensure that new development is of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and would be more in keeping with the skyline and avoid the 
'Croydon-isation' of Woking. High rise blocks do not achieve 
social integration, cannot use accessible recreation space, 
inhibit sustainable energy micro-generation on surrounding 
roofs and creates an eye sore. 

high design and construction standards, including the Core Strategy, Development 
Management Policies DPD, Design SPD and Climate Change SPD. In combination it is 
expected that new development will have a positive impact on local character. 
 
It should also be noted that lower density development across the Borough could require the 
Council to identify more Green Belt land to meet the identified housing need.  
 
The Site Allocations DPD identifies over 50 sites in the existing urban area for development 
needs. Many of these sites are proposed for mixed use development in sustainable locations. 
These sites vary in development capacity taking into account site specific issues such as 
adjacent buildings and local character. 
 
The Council supports the principle of tenure blind housing.  

1030 Elizabeth Evans General Representor would prioritise affordable housing for residents 
who have lived in the Borough for more than five years. 

None stated. The Council has a housing register which is managed by Housing Services. The allocation of 
affordable housing is dependent on a number of factors and criteria and is not a planning 
consideration. Nevertheless this representation will be drawn to Housing Services attention for 
their consideration. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB7 An increase in Traveller pitches will reduce the visual 
amenity of the area and increase risk to wildlife due to the 
increase in domestic animals 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB7 A sequential approach should be adopted in identifying 
suitable sites for allocation. Urban sites in close proximity to 
services/facilities should be considered first and sites closer 
to the urban area should be systematically assessed, 
however no urban sites appear to have been considered.  
Traveller sites should also be in the vicinity of other 
infrastructure/facilities- including schools.  
Sites should have adequate amenity, including space for 
business related activities.  
 
Mayford does not meet the criteria for a suitable site and the 
character of the surrounding area, including two Grade Two 
listed buildings are not compatible. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 
 
It is accepted that one of the key requirements for Ten Acre Farm could give the false 
impression that the site is also allocated for a business use. That is not the intention of the 
requirement. The requirement is intended to emphasise that the allocation should facilitate the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. The requirement will be amended in this regard to address 
this concern. 
 
The representation regarding character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as 
Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise 
any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 the GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 the GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 the GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 the GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB7 Mayford resident. Believes that Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the Borough. Therefore Mayford 
already makes a major contribution towards the traveller 
community and there is no justification for further expansion 
here.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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keeping the areas separate. Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Infrastructure factors to consider: 
-The GBBR recommends Mayford on the basis of distance to 
the Town Centre. It suggests it take 7 minutes between the 
two, in fact it can take over 30 mins at peak times. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Infrastructure factors to consider: 
-The GBBR recommends Mayford on the basis of distance to 
the Town Centre. It suggests it take 7 minutes between the 
two, in fact it can take over 30 mins at peak times. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Infrastructure factors to consider: 
-The GBBR recommends Mayford on the basis of distance to 
the Town Centre. It suggests it take 7 minutes between the 
two, in fact it can take over 30 mins at peak times. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Infrastructure factors to consider: 
-The GBBR recommends Mayford on the basis of distance to 
the Town Centre. It suggests it take 7 minutes between the 
two, in fact it can take over 30 mins at peak times. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 
 
The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 
 
In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust policies including Core 
Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposals for the development 
take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse impacts on the character and 
landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including the conservation and 
enhancement of important views.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features. 
 
Please also see  the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 
 
The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 
 
In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust policies including Core 
Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposals for the development 
take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse impacts on the character and 
landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including the conservation and 
enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features. 
 
Please also see  the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 
 
The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 
 
In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust policies including Core 
Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposals for the development 
take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse impacts on the character and 
landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including the conservation and 
enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features. 
 
Please also see  the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 
 
The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 
 
In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust policies including Core 
Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposals for the development 
take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse impacts on the character and 
landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including the conservation and 
enhancement of important views.  
 
The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features. 
 
Please also see  the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8  
SPA sites were discounted for consideration due to its status 
for protecting endangered birds. However Smarts Heath and 
Prey Heath are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as an "Important Bird Areas" and should be 
similarly protected.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9  
SPA sites were discounted for consideration due to its status 
for protecting endangered birds. However Smarts Heath and 
Prey Heath are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as an "Important Bird Areas" and should be 
similarly protected.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10  
SPA sites were discounted for consideration due to its status 
for protecting endangered birds. However Smarts Heath and 
Prey Heath are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as an "Important Bird Areas" and should be 
similarly protected.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11  
SPA sites were discounted for consideration due to its status 
for protecting endangered birds. However Smarts Heath and 
Prey Heath are SSSIs and designated by Bird Life 
International as an "Important Bird Areas" and should be 
similarly protected.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Landscape factors to consider: 
The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach for including and 
discounting sites 
WBC have included the 10 Acre site even though the GBBR 
rejected it 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Landscape factors to consider: 
The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach for including and 
discounting sites 
WBC have included the 10 Acre site even though the GBBR 
rejected it 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Landscape factors to consider: 
The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach for including and 
discounting sites 
WBC have included the 10 Acre site even though the GBBR 
rejected it 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Landscape factors to consider: 
The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach for including and 
discounting sites 
WBC have included the 10 Acre site even though the GBBR 
rejected it 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption. Development 
here will increase surface water and increase flood risk 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption. Development 
here will increase surface water and increase flood risk 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption. Development 
here will increase surface water and increase flood risk 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption. Development 
here will increase surface water and increase flood risk 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Mayford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1271 Nicholas Evans GB7 Successive planning inspectors have refused planning 
permission on the site as it would reduce the openness of 
the GB 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Mayford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Mayford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. the GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character. 

In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. the GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. the GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. the GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the GB. This is misleading if it is a 
precursor to housing development on surrounding fields 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the GB. This is misleading if it is a 
precursor to housing development on surrounding fields 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the GB. This is misleading if it is a 
precursor to housing development on surrounding fields 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the GB. This is misleading if it is a 
precursor to housing development on surrounding fields 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and puts the validity of the review into question 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and puts the validity of the review into question 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and puts the validity of the review into question 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and puts the validity of the review into question 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 The GBBR recommended the site on the basis of close 
proximity to the Local Centre and facilities however there 
only a only a Post Office and barbers and no other 
supporting infrastructure. 
Reconsider plans 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0, 11.0, 9.0 and 23.0 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 The GBBR recommended the site on the basis of close 
proximity to the Local Centre and facilities however there 
only a only a Post Office and barbers and no other 
supporting infrastructure. 
Reconsider plans 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0, 11.0, 9.0 and 23.0 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 The GBBR recommended the site on the basis of close 
proximity to the Local Centre and facilities however there 
only a only a Post Office and barbers and no other 
supporting infrastructure. 
Reconsider plans 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0, 11.0, 9.0 and 23.0 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 The GBBR recommended the site on the basis of close 
proximity to the Local Centre and facilities however there 
only a only a Post Office and barbers and no other 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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supporting infrastructure. 
Reconsider plans 

Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0, 11.0, 9.0 and 23.0 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Mayford Village Society are pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath to SPA. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 Mayford Village Society are pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath to SPA. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 Mayford Village Society are pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath to SPA. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 Mayford Village Society are pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath to SPA. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure- particularly highways. No upgrades or 
improvement works are planned.  
Directing houses/traffic along Saunders Lane is ridiculous, 
there is significant traffic already, the roads are not suitable, 
mainly narrow with single lane bridges/pinchpoints. The 
roads also suffer from significant traffic.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure- particularly highways. No upgrades or 
improvement works are planned.  
Directing houses/traffic along Saunders Lane is ridiculous, 
there is significant traffic already, the roads are not suitable, 
mainly narrow with single lane bridges/pinchpoints. The 
roads also suffer from significant traffic.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure- particularly highways. No upgrades or 
improvement works are planned.  
Directing houses/traffic along Saunders Lane is ridiculous, 
there is significant traffic already, the roads are not suitable, 
mainly narrow with single lane bridges/pinchpoints. The 
roads also suffer from significant traffic.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure- particularly highways. No upgrades or 
improvement works are planned.  
Directing houses/traffic along Saunders Lane is ridiculous, 
there is significant traffic already, the roads are not suitable, 
mainly narrow with single lane bridges/pinchpoints. The 
roads also suffer from significant traffic.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Mayford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 the three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 the three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 the three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Saunders Lane. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 the three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Saunders Lane. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 strong boundaries (rail line, road, rivers, woodland etc) 
already exist in defining the GB boundary. the proposal 
would make the GB boundary weaker by the removal of the 
escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 
 
See also the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 strong boundaries (rail line, road, rivers, woodland etc) 
already exist in defining the GB boundary. the proposal 
would make the GB boundary weaker by the removal of the 
escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 
 
See also the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 strong boundaries (rail line, road, rivers, woodland etc) 
already exist in defining the GB boundary. the proposal 
would make the GB boundary weaker by the removal of the 
escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 
 
See also the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 strong boundaries (rail line, road, rivers, woodland etc) 
already exist in defining the GB boundary. the proposal 
would make the GB boundary weaker by the removal of the 
escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 
 
See also the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 Supports the proposal for a school provided mitigation 
measures that address traffic, noise, flooding etc are 
introduced. 
Objects to the associated new leisure centre, running track, 
football, sports pitches- considers this to be inappropriate 
development within a residential area- reference made to the 
Council's 800m separation policy.  
5000 visits per week will overload existing strained roads and 
the proposal will have a major amenity impact for residents in 
the direct vicinity.  

None stated. The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently 
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant for very 
special circumstances, it is noted in the Officer Report for the application that there is a 
genuine and pressing need for a secondary school in the Borough (supported by Surrey 
County Council as local education authority). The associated sport and leisure facilities on the 
site are an integral part of the operational and educational curriculum requirements of the 
school. In combination with the other points put forward by the applicant, the case for very 
special circumstances was successfully made in this instance.    
 
It is noted in the Officer's Report to the Planning Committee that the proposed scheme will not 
have an adverse impact on residential properties. This is due to the separation distances 
between the proposed land uses and the adjacent residential properties and the Planning 
Conditions attached to the planning permission. It is worth noting that the Council do not have 
a 800m separation policy between leisure facilities and residential properties. Through good 
design and, where necessary mitigation measures, it is possible to achieve a satisfactory 
relationship between different land uses. This is set out in Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design 
and the Design SPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 the Council openly states that land available for development 
is more viable. Ownership status should not have bearing on 
whether sites should be removed from the GB 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 the Council openly states that land available for development 
is more viable. Ownership status should not have bearing on 
whether sites should be removed from the GB 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 the Council openly states that land available for development 
is more viable. Ownership status should not have bearing on 
whether sites should be removed from the GB 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 the Council openly states that land available for development 
is more viable. Ownership status should not have bearing on 
whether sites should be removed from the GB 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB8 the route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB9 the route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB10 the route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1271 Nicholas Evans GB11 the route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1336 Mark Evans GB12 Local commuter who is concerned that the proposals will 
exacerbate existing congestion problems in the area. 
 
Although concerned about various aspects of the proposal 
site, the main concern is that the existing road infrastructure 
is inadequate to meet the additional need.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1336 Mark Evans GB13 Local commuter who is concerned that the proposals will 
exacerbate existing congestion problems in the area. 
 
Although concerned about various aspects of the proposal 
site, the main concern is that the existing road infrastructure 
is inadequate to meet the additional need.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB10 There is no justification for these damaging proposes. 
Release of Green Belt land should only be permitted in 
exceptional circumstances, which have not been shown 
here. The Council should be resisting future development on 
this land. Green Belt land should be the considered last and 
brownfield sites should be the priority. There is plenty of 
potential for high rise development in the town centre, which 
have a much smaller footprint on local land. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Assessment 
of alternative, including brownfield, sites is addressed in Sections 9.0 and 11.0 of this paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB11 There is no justification for these damaging proposes. 
Release of Green Belt land should only be permitted in 
exceptional circumstances, which have not been shown 
here. The Council should be resisting future development on 
this land. Green Belt land should be the considered last and 
brownfield sites should be the priority. There is plenty of 
potential for high rise development in the town centre, which 
have a much smaller footprint on local land. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Assessment 
of alternative, including brownfield, sites is addressed in Sections 9.0 and 11.0 of this paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1453 R.G. Evans GB14 There is no justification for these damaging proposes. 
Release of Green Belt land should only be permitted in 
exceptional circumstances, which have not been shown 
here. The Council should be resisting future development on 
this land. Green Belt land should be the considered last and 
brownfield sites should be the priority. There is plenty of 
potential for high rise development in the town centre, which 
have a much smaller footprint on local land. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Assessment 
of alternative, including brownfield, sites is addressed in Sections 9.0 and 11.0 of this paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB10 The density of proposals is excessive and would negatively 
impact existing policies that are designed to retain local 
character, especially Hook Heath. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0. Policies to retain the character of the Hook Heath area will still apply, where they 
form part of the Development Plan or other supplementary planning guidance. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB11 The density of proposals is excessive and would negatively 
impact existing policies that are designed to retain local 
character, especially Hook Heath. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0. Policies to retain the character of the Hook Heath area will still apply, where they 
form part of the Development Plan or other supplementary planning guidance. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB10 Local infrastructure is inadequate to cater for the proposals. 
There would be overloading of already busy roads. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB11 Local infrastructure is inadequate to cater for the proposals. 
There would be overloading of already busy roads. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB14 Local infrastructure is inadequate to cater for the proposals, 
particularly regarding overloading already busy roads. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB10 The proposals counter the Council's own Core Strategy 
CS24, which states Hook Heath and Mayford have clear 
features of local character that should be preserved. The 
proposals threaten to adversely impact these communities. 

None stated. This Policy from the Core Strategy, CS24 still applies and any development would need to 
meet its requirements. The specific site's key requirements include the necessity for a 
landscape assessment to determine valuable landscape features, appropriate landscaping, 
and careful design of layout to take into account vegetation forming ‘Escarpment and Rising 
Ground of Landscape Importance’, to preserve integrity. The Council also recognise the 
special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that 
development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential 
character of the village and Green Belt. In addition, local character is addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB11 The proposals counter the Council's own Core Strategy 
CS24, which states Hook Heath and Mayford have clear 
features of local character that should be preserved. The 
proposals threaten to adversely impact these communities. 

None stated. This Policy from the Core Strategy, CS24 still applies and any development would need to 
meet its requirements. The specific site's key requirements include the necessity for a 
landscape assessment to determine valuable landscape features, appropriate landscaping, 
and careful design of layout to take into account vegetation forming ‘Escarpment and Rising 
Ground of Landscape Importance’, to preserve integrity. The Council also recognise the 
special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that 
development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential 
character of the village and Green Belt. In addition, local character is addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB14 The proposals counter the Council's own Core Strategy 
CS24, which states Hook Heath and Mayford have clear 
features of local character that should be preserved. The 
proposals threaten to adversely impact these communities. 

None stated. This site is safeguarded for Green Infrastructure, so may not present any substantial policy 
issues. Despite this, the Policy from the Core Strategy, CS24 still applies and any development 
would need to meet its requirements. The specific site's key requirements include retaining and 
enhancing landscape features, and site layout and design to reduce visual impact of 
development on important landscapes, 
including the Escarpment and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance. The Council also 
recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically 
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the 
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. In addition, local character is 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB10 There has been no adequate consultation on these 
proposals  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 6.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB11 There has been no adequate consultation on these 
proposals  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 6.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB14 There has been no adequate consultation on these 
proposals  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 6.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB10 Objects to the proposals as removal of Green Belt land is 
contrary to the Prime Minister's policy, destroys natural 
habitats for wildlife, and contributes to urban sprawl which 

None stated. Objection noted. Justification for the release of Green Belt land and for safeguarding sites for 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Urban sprawl is covered in Section 15.0, and in terms 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

169 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

destroys local community cohesion. of natural habitats and wildlife the following is relevant: During the preparation of the Site 
Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features. Nevertheless, the Council recognise that individual sites can provide important 
habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1453 R.G. Evans GB11 Objects to the proposals as removal of Green Belt land is 
contrary to the Prime Minister's policy, destroys natural 
habitats for wildlife, and contributes to urban sprawl which 
destroys local community cohesion. 

None stated. Objection noted. Justification for the release of Green Belt land and for safeguarding sites for 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Urban sprawl is covered in Section 15.0, and in terms 
of natural habitats and wildlife the following is relevant: During the preparation of the Site 
Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features. Nevertheless, the Council recognise that individual sites can provide important 
habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1453 R.G. Evans GB14 Objects to the proposals as removal of Green Belt land is 
contrary to the Prime Minister's policy, destroys natural 
habitats for wildlife, and contributes to urban sprawl which 
destroys local community cohesion. 

None stated. Objection noted. Justification for the release of Green Belt land and for safeguarding sites for 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Urban sprawl is covered in Section 15.0, and in terms 
of natural habitats and wildlife the following is relevant: During the preparation of the Site 
Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features. Nevertheless, the Council recognise that individual sites can provide important 
habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB7 A sequential approach must be undertaken to identify 
suitable sites. No urban sites have been considered and 
there is doubt to the validity of no other sites in the borough 
being identified or suitable. Mayford does not have good 
access to jobs, infrastructure or services and therefore does 
not satisfy the sequential approach criteria. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further which is similar to 
that of Reigate and Redhill. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further which is similar to 
that of Reigate and Redhill. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further which is similar to 
that of Reigate and Redhill. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further which is similar to 
that of Reigate and Redhill. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB14 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further which is similar to 
that of Reigate and Redhill. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB8 The road network is gridlocked and proposed developments 
in Guildford will also generate significant traffic. Many of the 
local roads are narrow and unsuitable for additional traffic. 
There are also few footpaths. The increase in traffic will 
generate more air pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB9 The road network is gridlocked and proposed developments 
in Guildford will also generate significant traffic. Many of the 
local roads are narrow and unsuitable for additional traffic. 
There are also few footpaths. The increase in traffic will 
generate more air pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB10 The road network is gridlocked and proposed developments 
in Guildford will also generate significant traffic. Many of the 
local roads are narrow and unsuitable for additional traffic. 
There are also few footpaths. The increase in traffic will 
generate more air pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB11 The road network is gridlocked and proposed developments 
in Guildford will also generate significant traffic. Many of the 
local roads are narrow and unsuitable for additional traffic. 
There are also few footpaths. The increase in traffic will 
generate more air pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB14 The road network is gridlocked and proposed developments 
in Guildford will also generate significant traffic. Many of the 
local roads are narrow and unsuitable for additional traffic. 
There are also few footpaths. The increase in traffic will 
generate more air pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB8 Mayford has limited infrastructure and bus service. Strongly 
object to the proposals. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
This is fully acknowledged that the area is currently served by an infrequent bus service. As 
part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers 
to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

1609 Elaine Evans GB9 Mayford has limited infrastructure and bus service. Strongly 
object to the proposals. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
This is fully acknowledged that the area is currently served by an infrequent bus service. As 
part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers 
to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB10 Mayford has limited infrastructure and bus service. Strongly 
object to the proposals. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
This is fully acknowledged that the area is currently served by an infrequent bus service. As 
part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers 
to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB11 Mayford has limited infrastructure and bus service. Strongly 
object to the proposals. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
This is fully acknowledged that the area is currently served by an infrequent bus service. As 
part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers 
to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

1609 Elaine Evans GB14 Mayford has limited infrastructure and bus service. Strongly 
object to the proposals. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
This is fully acknowledged that the area is currently served by an infrequent bus service. As 
part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers 
to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB8 Mayford has a strong history, as noted in the 2009 Character 
Assessment. There are several heritage assets in the village 
and local area. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that the borough 
has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB9 Mayford has a strong history, as noted in the 2009 Character 
Assessment. There are several heritage assets in the village 
and local area. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that the borough 
has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB10 Mayford has a strong history, as noted in the 2009 Character 
Assessment. There are several heritage assets in the village 
and local area. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that the borough 
has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB11 Mayford has a strong history, as noted in the 2009 Character 
Assessment. There are several heritage assets in the village 
and local area. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that the borough 
has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB14 Mayford has a strong history, as noted in the 2009 Character 
Assessment. There are several heritage assets in the village 
and local area. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that the borough 
has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB7 Traveller sites should have adequate amenity for residents 
including space for business activities. These activities are 
out of keeping in this location due to the proximity of houses 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and heritage assets. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB7 Traveller sites should have access to local facilities. The site 
is not near a school or easy access to local services. There 
are virtually no local facilities in Mayford. Object to proposals. 
Refer to the response from the Mayford Village Society. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The representation from Mayford Village Society has been responded to under Representor ID 
563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB8 Woking has a low amount of Green Belt compared to other 
local boroughs. If land is removed from the Green Belt it will 
be lost forever and a sad prospect for future generations. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB9 Woking has a low amount of Green Belt compared to other 
local boroughs. If land is removed from the Green Belt it will 
be lost forever and a sad prospect for future generations. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB10 Woking has a low amount of Green Belt compared to other 
local boroughs. If land is removed from the Green Belt it will 
be lost forever and a sad prospect for future generations. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB11 Woking has a low amount of Green Belt compared to other 
local boroughs. If land is removed from the Green Belt it will 
be lost forever and a sad prospect for future generations. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB14 Woking has a low amount of Green Belt compared to other 
local boroughs. If land is removed from the Green Belt it will 
be lost forever and a sad prospect for future generations. 

None stated. It is factually correct that there is less Green Belt in Woking Borough than some neighbouring 
authorities. Nevertheless the Green Belt is a strategic planning designation that washes over 
administrative boundaries in order to fulfil its purpose which is clearly set out within the NPPF.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB8 Woking is the 108th densest district in the UK. People living 
in this environment need access to green space for heath 
and wellbeing. WBC should be seeking brownfield sites to 
development rather than Green Belt. 

None stated. As noted within Core Strategy Policy CS1: A spatial strategy for Woking Borough, most of the 
new development in the borough will be directed to previously developed land in the town, 
district and local centres which offers the best access to a range of services and facilities. Due 
to the development constraints of the borough, including Special Protection Areas (SPA) and 
Green Belt, land is a limited and finite resource in Woking. Its effective use is central to the 
strategy to deliver the vision of the Core Strategy. The strategy therefore seeks to maximise 
the efficient use of land by concentrating most new development on previously developed land 
at high densities. By building at higher densities in the most sustainable locations, it will make 
sure that less land is taken from the Green Belt to meet the borough's housing need.  
 
The Council agree that access to open spaces is vital in achieving healthy communities. As set 
out in the draft Site Allocations DPD, the Council are proposing to deliver a number of Suitable 
Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) sites throughout the borough (GB17 to GB22). In 
addition Core Strategy Policy CS17 sets out open space requirements for new developments.  
 
The representation regarding the Council's assessment of brownfield sites has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB9 Woking is the 108th densest district in the UK. People living 
in this environment need access to green space for heath 
and wellbeing. WBC should be seeking brownfield sites to 
development rather than Green Belt. 

None stated. As noted within Core Strategy Policy CS1: A spatial strategy for Woking Borough, most of the 
new development in the borough will be directed to previously developed land in the town, 
district and local centres which offers the best access to a range of services and facilities. Due 
to the development constraints of the borough, including Special Protection Areas (SPA) and 
Green Belt, land is a limited and finite resource in Woking. Its effective use is central to the 
strategy to deliver the vision of the Core Strategy. The strategy therefore seeks to maximise 
the efficient use of land by concentrating most new development on previously developed land 
at high densities. By building at higher densities in the most sustainable locations, it will make 
sure that less land is taken from the Green Belt to meet the borough's housing need.  
 
The Council agree that access to open spaces is vital in achieving healthy communities. As set 
out in the draft Site Allocations DPD, the Council are proposing to deliver a number of Suitable 
Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) sites throughout the borough (GB17 to GB22). In 
addition Core Strategy Policy CS17 sets out open space requirements for new developments.  
 
The representation regarding the Council's assessment of brownfield sites has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB10 Woking is the 108th densest district in the UK. People living 
in this environment need access to green space for heath 
and wellbeing. WBC should be seeking brownfield sites to 
development rather than Green Belt. 

None stated. As noted within Core Strategy Policy CS1: A spatial strategy for Woking Borough, most of the 
new development in the borough will be directed to previously developed land in the town, 
district and local centres which offers the best access to a range of services and facilities. Due 
to the development constraints of the borough, including Special Protection Areas (SPA) and 
Green Belt, land is a limited and finite resource in Woking. Its effective use is central to the 
strategy to deliver the vision of the Core Strategy. The strategy therefore seeks to maximise 
the efficient use of land by concentrating most new development on previously developed land 
at high densities. By building at higher densities in the most sustainable locations, it will make 
sure that less land is taken from the Green Belt to meet the borough's housing need.  
 
The Council agree that access to open spaces is vital in achieving healthy communities. As set 
out in the draft Site Allocations DPD, the Council are proposing to deliver a number of Suitable 
Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) sites throughout the borough (GB17 to GB22). In 
addition Core Strategy Policy CS17 sets out open space requirements for new developments.  
 
The representation regarding the Council's assessment of brownfield sites has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1609 Elaine Evans GB11 Woking is the 108th densest district in the UK. People living 
in this environment need access to green space for heath 
and wellbeing. WBC should be seeking brownfield sites to 
development rather than Green Belt. 

None stated. As noted within Core Strategy Policy CS1: A spatial strategy for Woking Borough, most of the 
new development in the borough will be directed to previously developed land in the town, 
district and local centres which offers the best access to a range of services and facilities. Due 
to the development constraints of the borough, including Special Protection Areas (SPA) and 
Green Belt, land is a limited and finite resource in Woking. Its effective use is central to the 
strategy to deliver the vision of the Core Strategy. The strategy therefore seeks to maximise 
the efficient use of land by concentrating most new development on previously developed land 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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at high densities. By building at higher densities in the most sustainable locations, it will make 
sure that less land is taken from the Green Belt to meet the borough's housing need.  
 
The Council agree that access to open spaces is vital in achieving healthy communities. As set 
out in the draft Site Allocations DPD, the Council are proposing to deliver a number of Suitable 
Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) sites throughout the borough (GB17 to GB22). In 
addition Core Strategy Policy CS17 sets out open space requirements for new developments.  
 
The representation regarding the Council's assessment of brownfield sites has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
11.0. 

1609 Elaine Evans GB14 Woking is the 108th densest district in the UK. People living 
in this environment need access to green space for heath 
and wellbeing. WBC should be seeking brownfield sites to 
development rather than Green Belt. 

None stated. As noted within Core Strategy Policy CS1: A spatial strategy for Woking Borough, most of the 
new development in the borough will be directed to previously developed land in the town, 
district and local centres which offers the best access to a range of services and facilities. Due 
to the development constraints of the borough, including Special Protection Areas (SPA) and 
Green Belt, land is a limited and finite resource in Woking. Its effective use is central to the 
strategy to deliver the vision of the Core Strategy. The strategy therefore seeks to maximise 
the efficient use of land by concentrating most new development on previously developed land 
at high densities. By building at higher densities in the most sustainable locations, it will make 
sure that less land is taken from the Green Belt to meet the borough's housing need.  
 
The Council agree that access to open spaces is vital in achieving healthy communities. As set 
out in the draft Site Allocations DPD, the Council are proposing to deliver a number of Suitable 
Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) sites throughout the borough (GB17 to GB22). In 
addition Core Strategy Policy CS17 sets out open space requirements for new developments.  
 
The representation regarding the Council's assessment of brownfield sites has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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611 Clive Everett GB11 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

611 Clive Everett GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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611 Clive Everett GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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611 Clive Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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611 Clive Everett GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

185 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

and character.  

611 Clive Everett GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In 
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations 
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. 
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and 
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements 
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on 
the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

stated. of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

611 Clive Everett GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that 
sites should positively enhance the environment and 
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a 
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and 
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with 
the amenity and character of the immediate area.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk 
to children from the Hoe stream. Debris in the river as a 
result of additional occupiers or business activity would add 
to the likelihood of uncontrolled flooding.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded 
management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to 
make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that 
increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water 
pollution to the Hoe Stream.  
 
This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject 
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is 
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in 
the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper.  In addition the Council's 
Core Strategy contains policies (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality 
of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Green Belt by inappropriate development  

611 Clive Everett GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.     
In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic 
contamination issues on the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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611 Clive Everett GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 
immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 and 9.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's 
use of the term 'intensification' and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

611 Clive Everett GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for 
acoustic barriers, will need to be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable 
and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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612 Lesley Everett GB8 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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612 Lesley Everett GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 
and character.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In 
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

197 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

stated. 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations 
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. 
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and 
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements 
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on 
the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 
pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that 
sites should positively enhance the environment and 
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a 
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and 
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with 
the amenity and character of the immediate area.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk 
to children from the Hoe stream. Debris in the river as a 
result of additional occupiers or business activity would add 
to the likelihood of uncontrolled flooding.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded 
management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to 
make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that 
increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water 
pollution to the Hoe Stream.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively. 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject 
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is 
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in 
the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper.  In addition the Council's 
Core Strategy contains policies (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality 
of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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612 Lesley Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.     
In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic 
contamination issues on the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 
immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 and 9.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's 
use of the term 'intensification' and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

201 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

stated. addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

612 Lesley Everett GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for 
acoustic barriers, will need to be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable 
and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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613 Sam Everett GB11 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

613 Sam Everett GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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613 Sam Everett GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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613 Sam Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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613 Sam Everett GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and character.  

613 Sam Everett GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In 
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations 
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. 
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and 
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements 
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on 
the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

stated. of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

613 Sam Everett GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that 
sites should positively enhance the environment and 
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a 
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and 
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with 
the amenity and character of the immediate area.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk 
to children from the Hoe stream. Debris in the river as a 
result of additional occupiers or business activity would add 
to the likelihood of uncontrolled flooding.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded 
management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to 
make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that 
increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water 
pollution to the Hoe Stream.  
 
This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject 
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is 
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in 
the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper.  In addition the Council's 
Core Strategy contains policies (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality 
of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Green Belt by inappropriate development  

613 Sam Everett GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.     
In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic 
contamination issues on the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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613 Sam Everett GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 
immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 and 9.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's 
use of the term 'intensification' and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

613 Sam Everett GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for 
acoustic barriers, will need to be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable 
and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

614 Megan Everett GB9 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodland – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, 
paragraphs 4.1-4.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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614 Megan Everett GB8 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s 
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to 
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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614 Megan Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

614 Megan Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more 
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land 
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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614 Megan Everett GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 
and character.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary 
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. 
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In 
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is 
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

220 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

stated. 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations 
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. 
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and 
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements 
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on 
the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 
pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that 
sites should positively enhance the environment and 
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a 
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and 
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with 
the amenity and character of the immediate area.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be 
allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk 
to children from the Hoe stream. Debris in the river as a 
result of additional occupiers or business activity would add 
to the likelihood of uncontrolled flooding.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded 
management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to 
make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that 
increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water 
pollution to the Hoe Stream.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively. 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject 
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is 
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in 
the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper.  In addition the Council's 
Core Strategy contains policies (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality 
of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

614 Megan Everett GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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614 Megan Everett GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.     
In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic 
contamination issues on the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 
immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 and 9.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's 
use of the term 'intensification' and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

stated. addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

614 Megan Everett GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for 
acoustic barriers, will need to be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable 
and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

285 John N Everist General Site in Pyle Hill is under threat despite planning history for 
refusal on the site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

285 John N Everist GB7 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Concerned that rural areas and GB are under continuous 
threat from development pressures. 

Don't remove 
land from the 
Green Belt 

The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt, in line with the Central Government 
policy set out in the NPPF. The NPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The 
Council established an exceptional circumstances case to release areas of the Green Belt as 
future directions of growth between 2022-2027 at the preparation of the Core Strategy.  
 
This is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

285 John N Everist GB8 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Concerned that rural areas and GB are under continuous 
threat from development pressures. 

Don't remove 
land from the 
Green Belt 

The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt, in line with the Central Government 
policy set out in the NPPF. The NPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The 
Council established an exceptional circumstances case to release areas of the Green Belt as 
future directions of growth between 2022-2027 at the preparation of the Core Strategy.  
 
This is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

285 John N Everist GB9 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Concerned that rural areas and GB are under continuous 
threat from development pressures. 

Don't remove 
land from the 
Green Belt 

The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt, in line with the Central Government 
policy set out in the NPPF. The NPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The 
Council established an exceptional circumstances case to release areas of the Green Belt as 
future directions of growth between 2022-2027 at the preparation of the Core Strategy.  
 
This is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

285 John N Everist GB10 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  

Don't remove 
land from the 

The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt, in line with the Central Government 
policy set out in the NPPF. The NPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries should only be 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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Concerned that rural areas and GB are under continuous 
threat from development pressures. 

Green Belt altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The 
Council established an exceptional circumstances case to release areas of the Green Belt as 
future directions of growth between 2022-2027 at the preparation of the Core Strategy.  
 
This is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

of this representation 

285 John N Everist GB11 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Concerned that rural areas and GB are under continuous 
threat from development pressures. 

Don't remove 
land from the 
Green Belt 

The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt, in line with the Central Government 
policy set out in the NPPF. The NPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries should only be 
altered in exceptional circumstances through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. The 
Council established an exceptional circumstances case to release areas of the Green Belt as 
future directions of growth between 2022-2027 at the preparation of the Core Strategy.  
 
This is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB8 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Object to removal at Mayford, in particular Pyle Hill 

None stated. The identification of sites for removal from the Green Belt have been  comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 
paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB9 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Object to removal at Mayford, in particular Pyle Hill 

None stated. The identification of sites for removal from the Green Belt have been  comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 
paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB10 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Object to removal at Mayford, in particular Pyle Hill 

None stated. The identification of sites for removal from the Green Belt have been  comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 
paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB11 Highlights and supports Mayford Village Society Campaign 
objecting to development in the GB.  
Object to removal at Mayford, in particular Pyle Hill 

None stated. The identification of sites for removal from the Green Belt have been  comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 
paragraph 1.9 and 1.11.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist General Planning history shows how successive planning inspectors 
have refused applications for development in Pyle Hill 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB8 Concern that Woking and Guildford will merge and lose their 
identity 

Reconsider 
plans for 
Mayford and 
Pyle Hill 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB9 Concern that Woking and Guildford will merge and lose their 
identity 

Reconsider 
plans for 
Mayford and 
Pyle Hill 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB10 Concern that Woking and Guildford will merge and lose their 
identity 

Reconsider 
plans for 
Mayford and 
Pyle Hill 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

286 V J Everist GB11 Concern that Woking and Guildford will merge and lose their 
identity 

Reconsider 
plans for 
Mayford and 
Pyle Hill 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1379 Emma Faithfull GB12 Proposals will erode infrastructure in a village that doesn't 
have enough facilities for vast numbers. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB13 Proposals will erode infrastructure in a village that doesn't 
have enough facilities for vast numbers. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB12 Having lived in Pyrford all her life, feels let down by the 
Council due to these proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 in particular paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB13 Having lived in Pyrford all her life, feels let down by the 
Council due to these proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 in particular paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB12 It is a crime to develop our precious green fields when in 
town there are other site with derelict properties that would 
benefit from nice new houses.  

Develop sites 
with derelict 
properties in 
town instead. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB13 It is a crime to develop our precious green fields when in 
town there are other site with derelict properties that would 
benefit from nice new houses.  

Develop sites 
with derelict 
properties in 
town instead. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB12 The proposals will seriously erode our very precious Green 
Belt land in a place of natural beauty.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB13 The proposals will seriously erode our very precious Green 
Belt land in a place of natural beauty.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB12 The proposals will create extra traffic on already dangerous 
roads, close to a school and two nurseries. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The County Council will be made aware of 
safety issues where these relate to delivery of the proposed allocations.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1379 Emma Faithfull GB13 The proposals will create extra traffic on already dangerous 
roads, close to a school and two nurseries. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The County Council will be made aware of 
safety issues where these relate to delivery of the proposed allocations.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1073 Erik Falck-
Therkelsen 

General I strongly oppose any intervention of the Green Belt land for 
development. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common, a SSSI, used 
for leisure purposes. Any increase in the present Traveller 
site would decrease the visual amenity and character of the 
area and increase risk to wildlife due to domestic animals in 
close proximity.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB8 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

631 A Falco GB9 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB10 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB11 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

631 A Falco GB14 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB8 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB9 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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631 A Falco GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB14 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the Mayford 
Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB8 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB9 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB10 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB11 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB14 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB7 Has been made aware of the proposals that will impact 
Mayford. Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and 
Brookwood Lye, providing a major contribution to the 
Traveller community. There is no justification for further 
expansion in Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. With regard to the justification for the development in a Green 
Belt location, this is addressed in Sections 1.0. and 4.0 (paragraph 4.3) of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

631 A Falco GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

631 A Falco GB14 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB8 Proposed Green Belt development areas separate Hook 
Heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, if built on this 
would go against the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent 
urban sprawl and maintain open spaces between places. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB9 Proposed Green Belt development areas separate Hook 
Heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, if built on this 
would go against the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent 
urban sprawl and maintain open spaces between places. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 Proposed Green Belt development areas separate Hook 
Heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, if built on this 
would go against the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent 
urban sprawl and maintain open spaces between places. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB11 Proposed Green Belt development areas separate Hook 
Heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, if built on this 
would go against the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent 
urban sprawl and maintain open spaces between places. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB14 Proposed Green Belt development areas separate Hook 
Heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, if built on this 
would go against the purposes of the Green Belt to prevent 
urban sprawl and maintain open spaces between places. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB8 National planning policy allows the release of land from the 
Green Belt only in exceptional circumstances. The Core 
Strategy requires 550 homes in the Green Belt for the period 
2022-2027, but WBC has gone further than required by 
identifying an additional 1,200 homes in the period 2027-
2040. While it may be sensible to look further ahead than the 
current core strategy, the exceptional circumstances rule still 
applies. WBC has not demonstrated any exceptional need 
for 1,200 houses, or indeed any other number, in the Green 
Belt around Woking post 2027.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB9 National planning policy allows the release of land from the 
Green Belt only in exceptional circumstances. The Core 
Strategy requires 550 homes in the Green Belt for the period 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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2022-2027, but WBC has gone further than required by 
identifying an additional 1,200 homes in the period 2027-
2040. While it may be sensible to look further ahead than the 
current core strategy, the exceptional circumstances rule still 
applies. WBC has not demonstrated any exceptional need 
for 1,200 houses, or indeed any other number, in the Green 
Belt around Woking post 2027.  

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 National planning policy allows the release of land from the 
Green Belt only in exceptional circumstances. The Core 
Strategy requires 550 homes in the Green Belt for the period 
2022-2027, but WBC has gone further than required by 
identifying an additional 1,200 homes in the period 2027-
2040. While it may be sensible to look further ahead than the 
current core strategy, the exceptional circumstances rule still 
applies. WBC has not demonstrated any exceptional need 
for 1,200 houses, or indeed any other number, in the Green 
Belt around Woking post 2027.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB11 National planning policy allows the release of land from the 
Green Belt only in exceptional circumstances. The Core 
Strategy requires 550 homes in the Green Belt for the period 
2022-2027, but WBC has gone further than required by 
identifying an additional 1,200 homes in the period 2027-
2040. While it may be sensible to look further ahead than the 
current core strategy, the exceptional circumstances rule still 
applies. WBC has not demonstrated any exceptional need 
for 1,200 houses, or indeed any other number, in the Green 
Belt around Woking post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB14 National planning policy allows the release of land from the 
Green Belt only in exceptional circumstances. The Core 
Strategy requires 550 homes in the Green Belt for the period 
2022-2027, but WBC has gone further than required by 
identifying an additional 1,200 homes in the period 2027-
2040. While it may be sensible to look further ahead than the 
current core strategy, the exceptional circumstances rule still 
applies. WBC has not demonstrated any exceptional need 
for 1,200 houses, or indeed any other number, in the Green 
Belt around Woking post 2027.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB8 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
already heavily congested during rush hours. It will not be 
able to cope with the additional traffic generated by the 
proposed residential, retail and school developments.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB9 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
already heavily congested during rush hours. It will not be 
able to cope with the additional traffic generated by the 
proposed residential, retail and school developments.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
already heavily congested during rush hours. It will not be 
able to cope with the additional traffic generated by the 
proposed residential, retail and school developments.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB11 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
already heavily congested during rush hours. It will not be 
able to cope with the additional traffic generated by the 
proposed residential, retail and school developments.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB14 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
already heavily congested during rush hours. It will not be 
able to cope with the additional traffic generated by the 
proposed residential, retail and school developments.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB8 Regularly use the area for family walks. Loss of green space 
is unjustified and unnecessary. Would result in the loss of or 
spoiling of official and informal footpaths across the area.  

None stated. Objection noted. The representation regarding the loss of amenity has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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As set out in the key requirements for the site, any proposed development would be required to 
improve connectivity within and to the site. This would include retaining any existing footpaths 
through the site. 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB9 Regularly use the area for family walks. Loss of green space 
is unjustified and unnecessary. Would result in the loss of or 
spoiling of official and informal footpaths across the area.  

None stated. Objection noted. The representation regarding the loss of amenity has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
As set out in the key requirements for the site, any proposed development would be required to 
improve connectivity within and to the site. This would include retaining any existing footpaths 
through the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 Regularly use the area for family walks. Loss of green space 
is unjustified and unnecessary. Would result in the loss of or 
spoiling of official and informal footpaths across the area.  

None stated. Objection noted. The representation regarding the loss of amenity has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
As set out in the key requirements for the site, any proposed development would be required to 
improve connectivity within and to the site. This would include retaining any existing footpaths 
through the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 Regularly use the area for family walks. Loss of green space 
is unjustified and unnecessary. Would result in the loss of or 
spoiling of official and informal footpaths across the area.  

None stated. Objection noted. The representation regarding the loss of amenity has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
As set out in the key requirements for the site, any proposed development would be required to 
improve connectivity within and to the site. This would include retaining any existing footpaths 
through the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB14 Regularly use the area for family walks. Loss of green space 
is unjustified and unnecessary. Would result in the loss of or 
spoiling of official and informal footpaths across the area.  

None stated. Objection noted. The representation regarding the loss of amenity has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
As set out in the key requirements for the site, any proposed development would be required to 
improve connectivity within and to the site. This would include retaining any existing footpaths 
through the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 Revise your plans to use more brown field sites and scale 
back house building which cannot be supported by the 
transport network. 

Revise your 
plans, use 
more brown 
field sites and 
scale back on 
house building 
which cannot 
be supported 
by the 
transport 
network.  

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB11 Revise your plans to use more brown field sites and scale 
back house building which cannot be supported by the 
transport network. 

Revise your 
plans, use 
more brown 
field sites and 
scale back on 
house building 
which cannot 
be supported 
by the 
transport 
network.  

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB14 Revise your plans to use more brown field sites and scale 
back house building which cannot be supported by the 
transport network. 

Revise your 
plans, use 
more brown 
field sites and 
scale back on 
house building 
which cannot 
be supported 
by the 
transport 
network.  

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB8 Revise your plans to use more brown field sites and scale 
back house building which cannot be supported by the 
transport network. 

Revise your 
plans, use 
more brown 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, Section 11.0 and Section 
9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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field sites and 
scale back on 
house building 
which cannot 
be supported 
by the 
transport 
network.  

857 Kevin Farquharson GB9 Revise your plans to use more brown field sites and scale 
back house building which cannot be supported by the 
transport network. 

Revise your 
plans, use 
more brown 
field sites and 
scale back on 
house building 
which cannot 
be supported 
by the 
transport 
network.  

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, Section 11.0 and Section 
9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB8 The local town, village and A320 infrastructure cannot cope 
with the current population and level of business activity. The 
single carriageway A320 and 6 single lane bridges* cannot 
cope with any additional traffic for a school, businesses or 
homes.  
* single lane bridges at Mayford (2), Worplesdon Stn, 
Blackhorse Rd, Smart Heath and Hook Heath Ave. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB9 The local town, village and A320 infrastructure cannot cope 
with the current population and level of business activity. The 
single carriageway A320 and 6 single lane bridges* cannot 
cope with any additional traffic for a school, businesses or 
homes.  
* single lane bridges at Mayford (2), Worplesdon Stn, 
Blackhorse Rd, Smart Heath and Hook Heath Ave. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 The local town, village and A320 infrastructure cannot cope 
with the current population and level of business activity. The 
single carriageway A320 and 6 single lane bridges* cannot 
cope with any additional traffic for a school, businesses or 
homes.  
* single lane bridges at Mayford (2), Worplesdon Stn, 
Blackhorse Rd, Smart Heath and Hook Heath Ave. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB11 The local town, village and A320 infrastructure cannot cope 
with the current population and level of business activity. The 
single carriageway A320 and 6 single lane bridges* cannot 
cope with any additional traffic for a school, businesses or 
homes.  
* single lane bridges at Mayford (2), Worplesdon Stn, 
Blackhorse Rd, Smart Heath and Hook Heath Ave. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB14 The local town, village and A320 infrastructure cannot cope 
with the current population and level of business activity. The 
single carriageway A320 and 6 single lane bridges* cannot 
cope with any additional traffic for a school, businesses or 
homes.  
* single lane bridges at Mayford (2), Worplesdon Stn, 
Blackhorse Rd, Smart Heath and Hook Heath Ave. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB10 Proposed residential density (30dph) excessive compared to 
Hook Heath (5.5dph) and especially Fishers Hill 
Conservation Area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 18.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

857 Kevin Farquharson GB11 Proposed residential density (30dph) excessive compared to 
Hook Heath (5.5dph) and especially Fishers Hill 
Conservation Area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 18.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1518 Brian Farrow GB12 Always through the introduction of Green Belt by the 
government was meant to prevent these sort of proposals. 
By what authority can WBC do this? 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1518 Brian Farrow GB13 Always through the introduction of Green Belt by the 
government was meant to prevent these sort of proposals. 
By what authority can WBC do this? 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1518 Brian Farrow GB12 When I moved to Pyrford 50 years ago, schools and health 
services were fine, access to London by rail or road was 
good and the area had a pleasant village atmosphere. 
Things have changed and the proposals will make things 
much worse. Strongly objects to the proposals. 

None stated. The issue raised in this objection is noted. Provision of adequate infrastructure is addressed in 
Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (paragraph 3.8 on schools).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1518 Brian Farrow GB13 When I moved to Pyrford 50 years ago, schools and health 
services were fine, access to London by rail or road was 
good and the area had a pleasant village atmosphere. 
Things have changed and the proposals will make things 
much worse. Strongly objects to the proposals. 

None stated. The issue raised in this objection is noted. Provision of adequate infrastructure is addressed in 
Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (paragraph 3.8 on schools).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB10 Mayford lacks facilities such as doctors or dentists.  Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the development is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB11 Mayford lacks facilities such as doctors or dentists.  Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the development is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB14 Mayford lacks facilities such as doctors or dentists.  Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the development is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB8 Mayford lacks facilities such as doctors or dentists.  Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the development is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB9 Mayford lacks facilities such as doctors or dentists.  Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the development is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB9 The supply of brownfield sites has not been fully utilised; this 
should be the Council's first option. Please reconsider your 
plans, once lost Green Belt can never be replenished.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of 
the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the 
plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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214 Joan Fawcett GB10 The supply of brownfield sites has not been fully utilised; this 
should be the Council's first option. Please reconsider your 
plans, once lost Green Belt can never be replenished.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The Council has carried out an assessment of brownfield in the urban area to meet the 
development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to meet development 
needs over the entire plan period. The issue is addressed in detail in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. The justification for the release of Green Belt sites is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 1, 2 and 4 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB11 The supply of brownfield sites has not been fully utilised; this 
should be the Council's first option. Please reconsider your 
plans, once lost Green Belt can never be replenished.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The Council has carried out an assessment of the capacity of the urban area to meet the 
development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land in the urban area to 
meet the development needs of the entire plan period. This particular matter has been 
addressed in detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB8 The supply of brownfield sites has not been fully utilised; this 
should be the Council's first option. Please reconsider your 
plans, once lost Green Belt can never be replenished.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the 
area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the plan 
period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB14 The supply of brownfield sites has not been fully utilised; this 
should be the Council's first option. Please reconsider your 
plans, once lost Green Belt can never be replenished.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the 
area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the plan 
period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. It not envisaged that the proposals will undermine the physical separation 
between Mayford and Guildford. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the 
Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 
of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB10 The impact on the community would be immense - additional 
traffic on roads already at a standstill at peak times. Mayford 
has poor public transport provision, residents have to use 
their cars to access the town centre and station. Saunders 
Lane and Hook Hill lane are both narrow and there are no 
pavements.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are generally addressed in detail in 
Sections 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment 
(TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges 
that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, 
which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB11 The impact on the community would be immense - additional 
traffic on roads already at a standstill at peak times. Mayford 
has poor public transport provision, residents have to use 
their cars to access the town centre and station. Saunders 
Lane and Hook Hill lane are both narrow and there are no 
pavements.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are generally addressed in detail in 
Sections 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment 
(TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges 
that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, 
which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Strategy. 

214 Joan Fawcett GB14 The impact on the community would be immense - additional 
traffic on roads already at a standstill at peak times. Mayford 
has poor public transport provision, residents have to use 
their cars to access the town centre and station. Saunders 
Lane and Hook Hill lane are both narrow and there are no 
pavements.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are generally addressed in detail in 
Sections 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment 
(TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges 
that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, 
which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. As part of Transport for 
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they 
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB8 The impact on the community would be immense - additional 
traffic on roads already at a standstill at peak times. Mayford 
has poor public transport provision, residents have to use 
their cars to access the town centre and station. Saunders 
Lane and Hook Hill lane are both narrow and there are no 
pavements.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are generally addressed in detail in 
Sections 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment 
(TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges 
that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, 
which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB9 The impact on the community would be immense - additional 
traffic on roads already at a standstill at peak times. Mayford 
has poor public transport provision, residents have to use 
their cars to access the town centre and station. Saunders 
Lane and Hook Hill lane are both narrow and there are no 
pavements.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are generally addressed in detail in 
Sections 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment 
(TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges 
that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, 
which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. There are measures that can 
be introduced to control the movement of HGVs on particular roads. This will apply if it is 
deemed necessary. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB10 Mayford's green spaces soak up rainwater and alleviate 
potential flooding along the Hoe Stream. New housing would 
create more hard landscaping and increase run off to the 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, it is not expected that the 
proposals will put occupants of the development at any risk of flooding or exacerbate flood risk 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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surrounding area. elsewhere. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the proposals. The proposals are 
sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. 

214 Joan Fawcett GB11 Mayford's green spaces soak up rainwater and alleviate 
potential flooding along the Hoe Stream. New housing would 
create more hard landscaping and increase run off to the 
surrounding area. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, it is not expected that the 
proposals will put occupants of the development at any risk of flooding or exacerbate flood risk 
elsewhere. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the proposals. The proposals are 
sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB14 Mayford's green spaces soak up rainwater and alleviate 
potential flooding along the Hoe Stream. New housing would 
create more hard landscaping and increase run off to the 
surrounding area. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, it is not expected that the 
proposals will put occupants of the development at any risk of flooding or exacerbate flood risk 
elsewhere. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the proposals. The proposals are 
sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB8 Mayford's green spaces soak up rainwater and alleviate 
potential flooding along the Hoe Stream. New housing would 
create more hard landscaping and increase run off to the 
surrounding area. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, it is not expected that the 
proposals will put occupants of the development at any risk of flooding or exacerbate flood risk 
elsewhere. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the proposals. The proposals are 
sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB9 Mayford's green spaces soak up rainwater and alleviate 
potential flooding along the Hoe Stream. New housing would 
create more hard landscaping and increase run off to the 
surrounding area. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, it is not expected that the 
proposals will put occupants of the development at any risk of flooding or exacerbate flood risk 
elsewhere. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the proposals. The proposals are 
sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB10 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
These would mean that any green space remaining between 
Woking and Mayford would be eliminated. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the landscape 
sensitivity of the sites to accommodate the proposals. The Council is satisfied that the 
proposals will not significantly undermine the overall character of Mayford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The proposals will also 
not significantly affect the physical separation between Mayford and Woking and/or Guildford. 
This particular issues is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. Furthermore, the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB11 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
These would mean that any green space remaining between 
Woking and Mayford would be eliminated. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the landscape 
sensitivity of the sites to accommodate the proposals. The Council is satisfied that the 
proposals will not significantly undermine the overall character of Mayford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The proposals will also 
not significantly affect the physical separation between Mayford and Woking and/or Guildford. 
This particular issues is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. Furthermore, the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB14 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
These would mean that any green space remaining between 
Woking and Mayford would be eliminated. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the landscape 
sensitivity of the sites to accommodate the proposals. The Council is satisfied that the 
proposals will not significantly undermine the overall character of Mayford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The proposals will also 
not significantly affect the physical separation between Mayford and Woking and/or Guildford. 
This particular issues is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. Furthermore, the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB8 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
These would mean that any green space remaining between 
Woking and Mayford would be eliminated. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the landscape 
sensitivity of the sites to accommodate the proposals. The Council is satisfied that the 
proposals will not significantly undermine the overall character of Mayford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The proposals will also 
not significantly affect the physical separation between Mayford and Woking and/or Guildford. 
This particular issues is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. Furthermore, the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

214 Joan Fawcett GB9 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
These would mean that any green space remaining between 
Woking and Mayford would be eliminated. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the landscape 
sensitivity of the sites to accommodate the proposals. The Council is satisfied that the 
proposals will not significantly undermine the overall character of Mayford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The proposals will also 
not significantly affect the physical separation between Mayford and Woking and/or Guildford. 
This particular issues is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Paper. Furthermore, the character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

706 Tony Fearon GB4 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB5 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB12 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

706 Tony Fearon GB13 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB15 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

706 Tony Fearon GB16 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB4 How much of Woking Borough is sharing the burden of 
accommodating extra housing and why is it mainly 
concentrated in the Byfleet area? The proposal would 
remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt whilst most of Woking’s 
Green Belt remains. It is unfair to Byfleet. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
It should be noted that the draft Site Allocations DPD identifies 3 sites for allocation in Byfleet, 
two of which are safeguarded for future development post 2027. This is a small fraction of the 
total number of sites identified in the DPD, with the majority of the sites being located in 
Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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706 Tony Fearon GB5 How much of Woking Borough is sharing the burden of 
accommodating extra housing and why is it mainly 
concentrated in the Byfleet area? The proposal would 
remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt whilst most of Woking’s 
Green Belt remains. It is unfair to Byfleet. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
It should be noted that the draft Site Allocations DPD identifies 3 sites for allocation in Byfleet, 
two of which are safeguarded for future development post 2027. This is a small fraction of the 
total number of sites identified in the DPD, with the majority of the sites being located in 
Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB12 How much of Woking Borough is sharing the burden of 
accommodating extra housing and why is it mainly 
concentrated in the Byfleet area? The proposal would 
remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt whilst most of Woking’s 
Green Belt remains. It is unfair to Byfleet. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Pyrford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
It should be noted that the draft Site Allocations DPD identifies 2 sites for allocation in Pyrford, 
both of which are safeguarded for future development post 2027. This is a small fraction of the 
total number of sites identified in the DPD, with the majority of the sites being located in 
Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB13 How much of Woking Borough is sharing the burden of 
accommodating extra housing and why is it mainly 
concentrated in the Byfleet area? The proposal would 
remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt whilst most of Woking’s 
Green Belt remains. It is unfair to Byfleet. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Pyrford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
It should be noted that the draft Site Allocations DPD identifies 2 sites for allocation in Pyrford, 
both of which are safeguarded for future development post 2027. This is a small fraction of the 
total number of sites identified in the DPD, with the majority of the sites being located in 
Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB15 How much of Woking Borough is sharing the burden of 
accommodating extra housing and why is it mainly 
concentrated in the Byfleet area? The proposal would 
remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt whilst most of Woking’s 
Green Belt remains. It is unfair to Byfleet. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in West Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the 
ward of West Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to 
provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of 
Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council 
sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured 
through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 
 
It should be noted that the draft Site Allocations DPD identifies six sites for allocation in West 
Byfleet. This is a small fraction of the total number of sites identified in the DPD, with the 
majority of the sites being located in Woking Town Centre. 

706 Tony Fearon GB16 How much of Woking Borough is sharing the burden of 
accommodating extra housing and why is it mainly 
concentrated in the Byfleet area? The proposal would 
remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt whilst most of Woking’s 
Green Belt remains. It is unfair to Byfleet. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in West Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the 
ward of West Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to 
provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of 
Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council 
sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured 
through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 
 
It should be noted that the draft Site Allocations DPD identifies six sites for allocation in West 
Byfleet. This is a small fraction of the total number of sites identified in the DPD, with the 
majority of the sites being located in Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB4 Local infrastructure will not be able to cope with such 
extensive housing build programmes. Byfleet already has to 
deal with the M25 and now these new proposals whilst other 
parts of the Borough escape lightly from an equal share. 
How can this be justified. Reasonable to expect a fair share 
of development, this scale of development is unjust. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. Flooding issues have also been addressed in Section 
5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB5 Local infrastructure will not be able to cope with such 
extensive housing build programmes. Byfleet already has to 
deal with the M25 and now these new proposals whilst other 
parts of the Borough escape lightly from an equal share. 
How can this be justified. Reasonable to expect a fair share 
of development, this scale of development is unjust. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. Flooding issues have also been addressed in Section 
5.0. 

706 Tony Fearon GB12 Local infrastructure will not be able to cope with such 
extensive housing build programmes. Byfleet already has to 
deal with the M25 and now these new proposals whilst other 
parts of the Borough escape lightly from an equal share. 
How can this be justified. Reasonable to expect a fair share 
of development, this scale of development is unjust. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. Flooding issues have also been addressed in Section 
5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB13 Local infrastructure will not be able to cope with such 
extensive housing build programmes. Byfleet already has to 
deal with the M25 and now these new proposals whilst other 
parts of the Borough escape lightly from an equal share. 
How can this be justified. Reasonable to expect a fair share 
of development, this scale of development is unjust. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. Flooding issues have also been addressed in Section 
5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB15 Local infrastructure will not be able to cope with such 
extensive housing build programmes. Byfleet already has to 
deal with the M25 and now these new proposals whilst other 
parts of the Borough escape lightly from an equal share. 
How can this be justified. Reasonable to expect a fair share 
of development, this scale of development is unjust. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation  are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. To clarify, the Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of West Byfleet. Excluding 
site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to provide open space and sports 
provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt lost for development 
in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha).  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. Flooding issues have also been addressed in Section 
5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB16 Local infrastructure will not be able to cope with such 
extensive housing build programmes. Byfleet already has to 
deal with the M25 and now these new proposals whilst other 
parts of the Borough escape lightly from an equal share. 
How can this be justified. Reasonable to expect a fair share 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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of development, this scale of development is unjust. proposed for allocation  are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. To clarify, the Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of West Byfleet. Excluding 
site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to provide open space and sports 
provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt lost for development 
in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha).  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. Flooding issues have also been addressed in Section 
5.0. 

706 Tony Fearon GB4 The proposals will result in the merging of Byfleet and West 
Byfleet along Parvis Road and against current policy. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. Although the proposed site allocation will reduce the gap between West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, it will not result in them merging together. The Green Belt boundary review notes that 
by realigning the boundary it will retain a wedge of Green Belt between new development and 
the M25, thus maintaining a separation between Byfleet and West Byfleet. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB5 The proposals will result in the merging of Byfleet and West 
Byfleet along Parvis Road and against current policy. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. Although the proposed site allocation will reduce the gap between West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, it will not result in them merging together. The Green Belt boundary review notes that 
by realigning the boundary it will retain a wedge of Green Belt between new development and 
the M25, thus maintaining a separation between Byfleet and West Byfleet. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB12 The proposals will result in the merging of Byfleet and West 
Byfleet along Parvis Road and against current policy. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. Although the proposed site allocation will reduce the gap between West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, it will not result in them merging together. The Green Belt boundary review notes that 
by realigning the boundary it will retain a wedge of Green Belt between new development and 
the M25, thus maintaining a separation between Byfleet and West Byfleet. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB13 The proposals will result in the merging of Byfleet and West 
Byfleet along Parvis Road and against current policy. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. Although the proposed site allocation will reduce the gap between West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, it will not result in them merging together. The Green Belt boundary review notes that 
by realigning the boundary it will retain a wedge of Green Belt between new development and 
the M25, thus maintaining a separation between Byfleet and West Byfleet. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB15 The proposals will result in the merging of Byfleet and West 
Byfleet along Parvis Road and against current policy. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. Although the proposed site allocation will reduce the gap between West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, it will not result in them merging together. The Green Belt boundary review notes that 
by realigning the boundary it will retain a wedge of Green Belt between new development and 
the M25, thus maintaining a separation between Byfleet and West Byfleet. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB16 The proposals will result in the merging of Byfleet and West 
Byfleet along Parvis Road and against current policy. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one 
another. Although the proposed site allocation will reduce the gap between West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, it will not result in them merging together. The Green Belt boundary review notes that 
by realigning the boundary it will retain a wedge of Green Belt between new development and 
the M25, thus maintaining a separation between Byfleet and West Byfleet. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB4 Objects to the scale of the proposals. Acknowledges land is 
needed for housing but dismayed that the proposals are 
heavily concentrated in the Byfleet area, given its existing 
traffic and flood risk issues.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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therefore relatively modest. 
 
The issue of flood risk has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

706 Tony Fearon GB5 Objects to the scale of the proposals. Acknowledges land is 
needed for housing but dismayed that the proposals are 
heavily concentrated in the Byfleet area, given its existing 
traffic and flood risk issues.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The issue of flood risk has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

706 Tony Fearon GB12 Objects to the scale of the proposals. Acknowledges land is 
needed for housing but dismayed that the proposals are 
heavily concentrated in the Byfleet area, given its existing 
traffic and flood risk issues.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Pyrford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The issue of flood risk has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

706 Tony Fearon GB13 Objects to the scale of the proposals. Acknowledges land is 
needed for housing but dismayed that the proposals are 
heavily concentrated in the Byfleet area, given its existing 
traffic and flood risk issues.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Pyrford are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The issue of flood risk has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

706 Tony Fearon GB15 Objects to the scale of the proposals. Acknowledges land is 
needed for housing but dismayed that the proposals are 
heavily concentrated in the Byfleet area, given its existing 
traffic and flood risk issues.  

None stated. The Council has decided through the Core Strategy that the significant unmet need for housing 
justifies the need to release Green Belt land for housing development. In doing so it is 
important that development is directed to the most sustainable locations of the Borough. It is 
within this broad spatial strategy context that sites are allocated for development. To clarify, the 
Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of West 
Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to provide open 
space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt 
lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council sympathises with the 
concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured through a number of 
studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose 
and integrity. 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The issue of flood risk has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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706 Tony Fearon GB16 Objects to the scale of the proposals. Acknowledges land is 
needed for housing but dismayed that the proposals are 
heavily concentrated in the Byfleet area, given its existing 
traffic and flood risk issues.  

None stated. The Council has decided through the Core Strategy that the significant unmet need for housing 
justifies the need to release Green Belt land for housing development. In doing so it is 
important that development is directed to the most sustainable locations of the Borough. It is 
within this broad spatial strategy context that sites are allocated for development. To clarify, the 
Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of West 
Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to provide open 
space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt 
lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council sympathises with the 
concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured through a number of 
studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose 
and integrity. 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The issue of flood risk has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Archaeology (suggested field nearest to Hillside has possible 
value) 

None stated. This site is not considered to contain any areas of High Archaeological Potential. Nevertheless 
Core Strategy Policy CS20 states that on all development sites over 0.4 hectares an 
archaeological evaluation and investigation will be necessary if in the opinion of the County 
Archaeologist, an archaeological assessment demonstrates that the site has archaeological 
potential. This will therefore need to be taken into consideration at the planning application 
stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Flooding None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Increased Crime None stated. There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed land uses for the draft allocation will result 
in an increase in crime. However the Core Strategy states in CS21: Design that new 
development should create a safe and secure environment where the opportunities for crime 
are minimised. At the planning application stage, the Council may also consult with the Police 
Service (Crime Prevention Design Advisors (CPDA), Designing Out Crime Officers (DOCO) 
and Architectural Liaison Officers (ALO)) to make sure that any potential crime and safety 
issues are addressed. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Increased Noise None stated. As noted in the Officer's Report to the Planning Committee for the proposed school and leisure 
facilities, the scheme will not generate a significant amount of noise pollution that will be to the 
detriment of local residents or the general environment. This is due to the separation distances 
between the proposed land uses and the adjacent residential properties and the Planning 
Conditions attached to the planning permission.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Nevertheless the Council has robust policies in place that mitigate the impact of noise pollution 
on the environment and general amenity. 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Increased Volume of Traffic would affect the environment None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Loss of Arable and Amenity land None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA.  
 
The Council accepts that the removal of this site from the Green Belt will result in a reduction of 
the amount of Green Belt and amenity land. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, 
it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt 
will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the 
Borough and the available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to 
deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable 
alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. 
Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local 
communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt 
to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. 
Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the 
allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the 
Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 
 
Through the proposed allocation of GB14 for green infrastructure purposes as well as a 
number of proposed SANG sites (GB17-GB22), the Council believes that there will be a 
number of open amenity spaces across the borough as a result of the DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Loss of Green Fields and Escarpment Feature None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and green fields.  
 
As noted within the Green Belt boundary review and the key requirements in the draft Site 
Allocations DPD, the escarpment around Mayford will be an important landscape consideration 
in the preparation of any development scheme. This will make sure that the integrity of the 
escarpment is not undermined. 
 
Further information regarding the impact on landscape is set out in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local 
communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt 
to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. 
Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the 
Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Object to releasing Green Belt Green Belt protects 
countryside and wildlife for now and future generations. 

None stated. The representation regarding the release of Green Belt land for development needs has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local 
communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt 
to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. 
Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the 
allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the 
Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Pollution None stated. New recreation space will incorporate floodlighting which will increase light pollution. However 
as noted in the Officer's Report to the Planning Committee for the proposed school and leisure 
facilities, the proposed scheme will not have an adverse impact on residential properties. This 
is due to the separation distances between the proposed land uses and the adjacent 
residential properties and the Planning Conditions attached to the planning permission.  
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 
public footpaths, and has potential to reduce reliance on the private car, and therefore 
associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling. This is noted within the key 
requirements for the site which note that the provision of pedestrian and cycle facilities are 
required to make sure the site is integrated into the local context.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Suggests exploring other possible Brownfield sites as per 
Government Directives. Aware that representations received 
will be made public. 

Explore other 
possible 
brownfield 
sites 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 11.0. 
 
The representations received from the Regulation 18 consultation will be made publically 
accessible both online and at Civic Offices. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Wildlife protection None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

251 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

985 EJR Felton GB8 Woking and Mayford should not be merged None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

986 John Felton GB8 Increased Volume of Traffic would affect the environment None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

986 John Felton GB8 Loss of Green Fields and Escarpment Feature None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and green fields.  
 
As noted within the Green Belt boundary review and the key requirements in the draft Site 
Allocations DPD, the escarpment around Mayford will be an important landscape consideration 
in the preparation of any development scheme. This will make sure that the integrity of the 
escarpment is not undermined. 
 
Further information regarding the impact on landscape is set out in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local 
communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt 
to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. 
Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the 
allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the 
Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

986 John Felton GB8 Object to releasing Green Belt Green Belt protects 
countryside and wildlife for now and future generations. 

None stated. The representation regarding the release of Green Belt land for development needs has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local 
communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt 
to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. 
Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the 
allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the 
Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

986 John Felton GB8 Suggests exploring other possible Brownfield sites as per 
Government Directives. Aware that representations received 
will be made public. 

Explore other 
possible 
brownfield 
sites 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 11.0. 
 
The representations received from the Regulation 18 consultation will be made publically 
accessible both online and at Civic Offices. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

986 John Felton GB8 Woking and Mayford should not be merged None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

21 June Feng GB20 Object to development of Green Belt due to impacts of noise, 
traffic and on the greenness of the area, due to affect on 
autistic son.  
 
Note that the only Green Belt allocations in close proximity of 
Rydens Way are proposed SANG/ Open Space sites (GB20 
and GB21). 

Expand 
housing 
development 
south of 
Woking rather 
than in this 
area 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
Council has robust policies in the Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD to control the noise and other pollution as a result of development. The SANGs 
are proposed to provide suitable alternative natural greenspace for recreational use. This will 
enable appropriate mitigation for the SPAs in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

21 June Feng GB21 Objects to development of Green Belt due to impacts of 
noise, traffic and on the greenness of the area, due to affect 
on autistic son.  
 
Note that the only Green Belt allocations in close proximity of 
Rydens Way are proposed SANG/ Open Space sites (GB20 
and GB21). 

Expand 
housing 
development 
south of 
Woking rather 
than in this 
area 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
Council has robust policies in the Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD to control the noise and other pollution as a result of development. The SANGs 
are proposed to provide suitable alternative natural greenspace for recreational use. This will 
enable appropriate mitigation for the SPAs in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1230 Claire Fernandes GB15 Support the development of the site but concerned about the 
density and the pressure this will place on the local 
infrastructure including roads and heath facilities etc. 
Development should be supported with evidence on how 
local services will cope. 

None stated. This representation regarding infrastructure has been comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1230 Claire Fernandes GB16 Supportive of proposed development at Broadoaks, however 
is concerned about the impact of development on the heavily 
congested Parvis Road.  
Would like to see the woodland to the west of the 
development be retained, this would ensure privacy to 
adjoining properties is protected and potential noise issues 
are muted by the trees. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The proposed allocations include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes making sure that site specific matters such as landscape, 
biodiversity and retention of trees are fully assessed and where necessary mitigation measures 
identified to address adverse impacts.  

1582 John 
Spenser 

Fielder GB12 Traffic will overload the road network and be dangerous. 
Hope the objections are noted. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1582 John 
Spenser 

Fielder GB13 Traffic will overload the road network and be dangerous. 
Hope the objections are noted. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1582 John 
Spenser 

Fielder GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. It will spoil 
Pyrford as a village. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1582 John 
Spenser 

Fielder GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. It will spoil 
Pyrford as a village. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1582 John 
Spenser 

Fielder GB12 Need farmland for the future None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1582 John 
Spenser 

Fielder GB13 Need farmland for the future None stated. As part of the site selection process, the Council ruled out potential development on land 
classified as being of high agricultural quality. This site is not classified as high quality 
agricultural land by DEFRA. Whilst it is agreed that agricultural land is important for sustainable 
food production, it should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB15 Green belt should be preserved. None stated. The principle of Green Belt development and the need to safeguard land for future 
development needs has been set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB16 Green belt should be preserved. None stated. The principle of Green Belt development and the need to safeguard land for future 
development needs has been set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB4 Green belt should be preserved. None stated. The principle of Green Belt development and the need to safeguard land for future 
development needs has been set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB5 Green belt should be preserved. None stated. The principle of Green Belt development and the need to safeguard land for future 
development needs has been set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB15 There is a lack of infrastructure (drains, roads, health and 
education). The large Sheerwater redevelopment will put 
strain on the heath centre without the addition of further 
properties on the Green Belt. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health centre provision the  Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that 
at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB16 There is a lack of infrastructure (drains, roads, health and 
education). The large Sheerwater redevelopment will put 
strain on the heath centre without the addition of further 
properties on the Green Belt. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health centre provision the  Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that 
at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB4 There is a lack of infrastructure (drains, roads, health and 
education). The large Sheerwater redevelopment will put 
strain on the heath centre without the addition of further 
properties on the Green Belt. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health centre provision the  Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that 
at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB5 There is a lack of infrastructure (drains, roads, health and 
education). The large Sheerwater redevelopment will put 
strain on the heath centre without the addition of further 
properties on the Green Belt. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health centre provision the  Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that 
at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area.  

601 Brenda Finn UA32 There is a lack of infrastructure (drains, roads, health and 
education). The large Sheerwater redevelopment will put 
strain on the heath centre without the addition of further 
properties on the Green Belt. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. In addition, on health centre provision the  Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that 
at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is 
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription 
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected 
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well 
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of 
provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB15 Objects to proposed development in Byfleet and West 
Byfleet. Objections include the risk of flooding, as Byfleet is 
flat and high risk. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB16 Objects to proposed development in Byfleet and West 
Byfleet. Objections include the risk of flooding, as Byfleet is 
flat and high risk. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB4 Objects to proposed development in Byfleet and West 
Byfleet. Objections include the risk of flooding, as Byfleet is 
flat and high risk. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB5 Objects to proposed development in Byfleet and West 
Byfleet. Objections include the risk of flooding, as Byfleet is 
flat and high risk. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB15 Existing heavy traffic on Parvis Road will get worse. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB16 Existing heavy traffic on Parvis Road will get worse. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB4 Existing heavy traffic on Parvis Road will get worse. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB5 Existing heavy traffic on Parvis Road will get worse. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB15 Woking QEII school closed due to predicted falling birth rates 
but now schools are struggling to offer sufficient places. 
Questions why the infant school in Byfleet is still empty and 
left to ruin. 

None stated. The County Council is responsible for education provision in the area. The comments will be 
forwarded to them for their attention and consideration. Regarding the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD, the Council will make sure that there is the necessary infrastructure to 
support the proposed development. This matters has been comprehensively addressed in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB16 Woking QEII school closed due to predicted falling birth rates 
but now schools are struggling to offer sufficient places. 
Questions why the infant school in Byfleet is still empty and 
left to ruin. 

None stated. The County Council is responsible for education provision in the area. The comments will be 
forwarded to them for their attention and consideration. Regarding the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD, the Council will make sure that there is the necessary infrastructure to 
support the proposed development. This matters has been comprehensively addressed in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB4 Woking QEII school closed due to predicted falling birth rates 
but now schools are struggling to offer sufficient places. 
Questions why the infant school in Byfleet is still empty and 
left to ruin. 

None stated. The County Council is responsible for education provision in the area. The comments will be 
forwarded to them for their attention and consideration. Regarding the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD, the Council will make sure that there is the necessary infrastructure to 
support the proposed development. This matters has been comprehensively addressed in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn GB5 Woking QEII school closed due to predicted falling birth rates 
but now schools are struggling to offer sufficient places. 
Questions why the infant school in Byfleet is still empty and 
left to ruin. 

None stated. The County Council is responsible for education provision in the area. The comments will be 
forwarded to them for their attention and consideration. Regarding the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD, the Council will make sure that there is the necessary infrastructure to 
support the proposed development. This matters has been comprehensively addressed in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

601 Brenda Finn UA32 Woking QEII school closed due to predicted falling birth rates 
but now schools are struggling to offer sufficient places. 
Questions why the infant school in Byfleet is still empty and 
left to ruin. 

None stated. The County Council is responsible for education provision in the area. The comments will be 
forwarded to them for their attention and consideration. Regarding the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD, the Council will make sure that there is the necessary infrastructure to 
support the proposed development. This matters has been comprehensively addressed in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1069 David Fisher GB15  
I object. 592 dwellings at West Hall, 157 dwellings and 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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school proposed at Broadoaks would all be accessed from 
Parvis Road. The road cannot cope with current traffic levels. 
Should not release land from Green Belt until these traffic 
problems can be solved. The true costs will be immense; 
widening railway arches, canal bridge etc. to allow more 
ready flow of traffic. Arguably the landowner should pay. 
Better that West Hall is not released from the Green Belt. 
Premature to propose the site without more information.  

implications on Parvis Road. of this representation 

1069 David Fisher GB15  
The Woking Borough Council profile of West Byfleet lists 
2320 households. The DPD proposes a 32% increase, by 
749 to 3069.  Other dwellings will be built elsewhere in West 
Byfleet; the population would rise by a third. 
 
The Infant and Junior Schools will be unable to cope with the 
population increase from West Hall. 
 No site or funding has been identified for the primary school 
that would be needed. The financial cost is unclear. A new 
school out of West Byfleet would compound traffic flows. 
secondary school places would also be required - where? 
capital cost? transport implications? 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposed development is 
comprehensively addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The 
cost of the infrastructure will be funded by both public and private sector sources. The Council 
has published a Regulation 123 list setting out the key infrastructure that the community 
infrastructure levy will be spent. The list include the indicative cost of the infrastructure and the 
funding gap to be secured from other sources. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1069 David Fisher GB15 Woking Borough Council has not made the case for 
exceptional need, why West Hall should be removed from 
Green Belt. It is a buffer between Byfleet and West Byfleet, 
preventing towns merging.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1069 David Fisher GB15 Woking Borough Council has not stated the financial cost to 
the public or the logistics of road and school infrastructure 
necessitated by this development. Given existing traffic and 
absence of a new school site, West Hall should not be 
developed. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by Section 3 and 
20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that takes into 
account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the proposals 
include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport implications of 
individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address them. The Council 
will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address cross boundary 
transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. 
The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and 
the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public 
transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The 
Council has published a Regulation 123 list setting out the infrastructure that CIL contribution 
to used to deliver, how much they will cost to deliver, the sources of funding and the funding 
gap to be secured from other sources. The list will be regularly reviewed to take into account 
the implications of the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 National policy allows for the release of GB land in 
exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy requires the 
identification of 550 homes within the GB up to 2027. 
However WBC have not demonstrated exceptional 
circumstances for the further identification of land for 1200 
post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 , and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 National policy allows for the release of GB land in 
exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy requires the 
identification of 550 homes within the GB up to 2027. 
However WBC have not demonstrated exceptional 
circumstances for the further identification of land for 1200 
post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 , and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 National policy allows for the release of GB land in 
exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy requires the 
identification of 550 homes within the GB up to 2027. 
However WBC have not demonstrated exceptional 
circumstances for the further identification of land for 1200 
post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 , and Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 The transport infrastructure will be overloaded by the 
proposals. Local roads, including Egley Road are already 
congested. Proposals will cause further delays and is bad for 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6, Section 20.0, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the environment   
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible.  

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 The transport infrastructure will be overloaded by the 
proposals. Local roads, including Egley Road are already 
congested. Proposals will cause further delays and is bad for 
the environment  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6, Section 20.0, and Section 24.0. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 The transport infrastructure will be overloaded by the 
proposals. Local roads, including Egley Road are already 
congested. Proposals will cause further delays and is bad for 
the environment  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6, Section 20.0, and Section 24.0. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process.  
 
The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 The proposed densities of 30dph are excessive for the 
context. The average density is currently 5.5 dph or less 
within the Conservation Area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 The proposed densities of 30dph are excessive for the 
context. The average density is currently 5.5 dph or less 
within the Conservation Area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 The proposed densities of 30dph are excessive for the 
context. The average density is currently 5.5 dph or less 
within the Conservation Area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 Object to proposals at GB10, GB11 and GB14.  
One of the main purposes of the GB is to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain open spaces between towns/villages. 
The proposals would do the opposite and remove the 
separation between Hook Heath, Mayford and Woking 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 Object to proposals at GB10, GB11 and GB14.  
One of the main purposes of the GB is to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain open spaces between towns/villages. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The proposals would do the opposite and remove the 
separation between Hook Heath, Mayford and Woking 

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 Object to proposals at GB10, GB11 and GB14.  
One of the main purposes of the GB is to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain open spaces between towns/villages. 
The proposals would do the opposite and remove the 
separation between Hook Heath, Mayford and Woking 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 15.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB9 It was understood that GB was a means to maintain open 
spaces. The proposals are not consistent with this function.  
Residents have moved to Mayford because of the natural 
environment.  
Consider more appropriate areas for development 

Consider more 
appropriate 
areas for 
development 

The Council is sympathetic of these concerns however, as explained in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, the Council is committed to deliver 4964 homes to meet the housing 
need in the Borough by 2027. Please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 1.0, 8.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 for a detailed explanation. 
The proposed site allocations have been informed by robust evidence base and the Council is 
satisfied that the sites are the most sustainable compared against reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 It was understood that GB was a means to maintain open 
spaces. The proposals are not consistent with this function.  
Residents have moved to Mayford because of the natural 
environment.  
Consider more appropriate areas for development 

Consider more 
appropriate 
areas for 
development 

The Council is sympathetic of these concerns however, as explained in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, the Council is committed to deliver 4964 homes to meet the housing 
need in the Borough by 2027. Please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 1.0, 8.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 for a detailed explanation. 
The proposed site allocations have been informed by robust evidence base and the Council is 
satisfied that the sites are the most sustainable compared against reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 It was understood that GB was a means to maintain open 
spaces. The proposals are not consistent with this function.  
Residents have moved to Mayford because of the natural 
environment.  
Consider more appropriate areas for development 

Consider more 
appropriate 
areas for 
development 

The Council is sympathetic of these concerns however, as explained in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, the Council is committed to deliver 4964 homes to meet the housing 
need in the Borough by 2027. Please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 1.0, 8.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 for a detailed explanation. 
The proposed site allocations have been informed by robust evidence base and the Council is 
satisfied that the sites are the most sustainable compared against reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 It was understood that GB was a means to maintain open 
spaces. The proposals are not consistent with this function.  
Residents have moved to Mayford because of the natural 
environment.  
Consider more appropriate areas for development 

Consider more 
appropriate 
areas for 
development 

The Council is sympathetic of these concerns however, as explained in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, the Council is committed to deliver 4964 homes to meet the housing 
need in the Borough by 2027. Please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 1.0, 8.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 for a detailed explanation. 
The proposed site allocations have been informed by robust evidence base and the Council is 
satisfied that the sites are the most sustainable compared against reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB9 Infrastructure issues have not been considered. The 
surrounding roads have existing problems, Hook Hill Road, 
Saunders Lane are often congested and can be dangerous.  
Additional traffic from housing, retail park and school would 
exacerbate the problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to achieve satisfactory vehicular access onto 
roads.  The key requirements also note particular improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and 
access to public transport where relevant. The exact nature of these measures will be informed 
by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 Infrastructure issues have not been considered. The 
surrounding roads have existing problems, Hook Hill Road, 
Saunders Lane are often congested and can be dangerous.  
Additional traffic from housing, retail park and school would 
exacerbate the problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to achieve satisfactory vehicular access onto 
roads.  The key requirements also note particular improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and 
access to public transport where relevant. The exact nature of these measures will be informed 
by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 Infrastructure issues have not been considered. The 
surrounding roads have existing problems, Hook Hill Road, 
Saunders Lane are often congested and can be dangerous.  
Additional traffic from housing, retail park and school would 
exacerbate the problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to achieve satisfactory vehicular access onto 
roads.  The key requirements also note particular improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and 
access to public transport where relevant. The exact nature of these measures will be informed 
by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 Infrastructure issues have not been considered. The 
surrounding roads have existing problems, Hook Hill Road, 
Saunders Lane are often congested and can be dangerous.  
Additional traffic from housing, retail park and school would 
exacerbate the problems.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to achieve satisfactory vehicular access onto 
roads.  The key requirements also note particular improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and 
access to public transport where relevant. The exact nature of these measures will be informed 
by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB10 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance 

None stated. The site formed part of a wider parcel in the Green Belt Boundary Review (GBBR). The GBBR 
concluded that the sites within the parcel should be comprehensively planned to include 
various uses including green infrastructure. This site was considered suitable for green 
infrastructure only due to its more prominent position at a higher point on the Escarpment of 
rising ground.  
Taking into account the wider parcel and the proposed site allocations, alongside the need to 
ensure a clear well defined boundary. It is considered that GB14 should be removed from the 
GB boundary and allocated for Green Infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB11 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance 

None stated. The site formed part of a wider parcel in the Green Belt Boundary Review (GBBR). The GBBR 
concluded that the sites within the parcel should be comprehensively planned to include 
various uses including green infrastructure. This site was considered suitable for green 
infrastructure only due to its more prominent position at a higher point on the Escarpment of 
rising ground.  
Taking into account the wider parcel and the proposed site allocations, alongside the need to 
ensure a clear well defined boundary. It is considered that GB14 should be removed from the 
GB boundary and allocated for Green Infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer GB14 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance 

None stated. The site formed part of a wider parcel in the Green Belt Boundary Review (GBBR). The GBBR 
concluded that the sites within the parcel should be comprehensively planned to include 
various uses including green infrastructure. This site was considered suitable for green 
infrastructure only due to its more prominent position at a higher point on the Escarpment of 
rising ground.  
Taking into account the wider parcel and the proposed site allocations, alongside the need to 
ensure a clear well defined boundary. It is considered that GB14 should be removed from the 
GB boundary and allocated for Green Infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

306 Mark Fleischer General Object to the removal of GB land for housing development.  
The Council has not demonstrated the need to use GB land 
to address the housing need. WBC strategy conflicts with 
national policy.  
The need to protect the GB outweighs the need for homes. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

888 Alan Fleming GB12 The medical facilities are at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate medical provision to 
meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might 
be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

888 Alan Fleming GB13 The medical facilities are at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate medical provision to 
meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might 
be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst 
traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work 
with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the 
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

888 Alan Fleming GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
The rural and village character of Pyrford should be 
maintained. 
The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. The Council acknowledges the individual character of Pyrford. This is noted in several Council 
documents including the Heritage of Woking (2000) and the Woking Character Study (2010). 
 
The representation regarding the impact on local character has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. In addition, other development 
plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of 
the site to minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development 
of the site is sustainable.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
It should also be noted that the proposed sites are within walking distance of Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Centre. This should reduce the need to travel by car for day to day needs and 
promote sustainable methods of travel. 

888 Alan Fleming GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
The rural and village character of Pyrford should be 
maintained. 
The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding the impact on character has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

888 Alan Fleming GB12 The police are at capacity and further development will make 
the situation worse. 

None stated. The Police service have been consulted during the consultation period. As noted in the IDP, 
growth in the Borough is not expected to have a significant impact on police resources or 
capacity. Calculating police capacity is complex and is not based on population growth but 
other factors including the types of homes being built and their location.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the relevant emergency services to determine the impact 
of the proposals on the services they provide. This will make sure that both existing and future 
residents will have access to key emergency services.  
 
There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed allocation will result in an increase in crime 
or the fear of crime. In addition, the Council will liaise with the Police at the planning application 
stage to ensure that any opportunities for crime are designed out. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure in general has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

888 Alan Fleming GB13 The police are at capacity and further development will make 
the situation worse. 

None stated. The Police service have been consulted during the consultation period. As noted in the IDP, 
growth in the Borough is not expected to have a significant impact on police resources or 
capacity. Calculating police capacity is complex and is not based on population growth but 
other factors including the types of homes being built and their location.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the relevant emergency services to determine the impact 
of the proposals on the services they provide. This will make sure that both existing and future 
residents will have access to key emergency services.  
 
There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed allocation will result in an increase in crime 
or the fear of crime. In addition, the Council will liaise with the Police at the planning application 
stage to ensure that any opportunities for crime are designed out. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure in general has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB7 A Traveller site needs adequate amenities and business 
activities. The site is unsuitable and would be out of keeping 

None stated. It is accepted that one of the key requirements for Ten Acre Farm could give the false 
impression that the site is also allocated for a business use. That is not the intention of the 
requirement. The requirement is intended to emphasise that the allocation should facilitate the 
traditional way of life of Travellers. The requirement will be amended in this regard to address 
this concern. 
 
The representation regarding character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as 
Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise 
any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 Building a school with recreational facilities will exacerbate 
traffic problems in the area 

None stated. The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently 
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant for very 
special circumstances, it is noted in the Officer Report for the application that there is a 
genuine and pressing need for a secondary school in the Borough (supported by Surrey 
County Council as local education authority). The associated sport and leisure facilities on the 
site are an integral part of the operational and educational curriculum requirements of the 
school. In combination with the other points put forward by the applicant, the case for very 
special circumstances was successfully made in this instance.    

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB9 Building a school with recreational facilities will exacerbate 
traffic problems in the area 

None stated. The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently 
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant for very 
special circumstances, it is noted in the Officer Report for the application that there is a 
genuine and pressing need for a secondary school in the Borough (supported by Surrey 
County Council as local education authority). The associated sport and leisure facilities on the 
site are an integral part of the operational and educational curriculum requirements of the 
school. In combination with the other points put forward by the applicant, the case for very 
special circumstances was successfully made in this instance.    

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 Building a school with recreational facilities will exacerbate 
traffic problems in the area 

None stated. The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently 
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant for very 
special circumstances, it is noted in the Officer Report for the application that there is a 
genuine and pressing need for a secondary school in the Borough (supported by Surrey 
County Council as local education authority). The associated sport and leisure facilities on the 
site are an integral part of the operational and educational curriculum requirements of the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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school. In combination with the other points put forward by the applicant, the case for very 
special circumstances was successfully made in this instance.    

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 Building a school with recreational facilities will exacerbate 
traffic problems in the area 

None stated. The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently 
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant for very 
special circumstances, it is noted in the Officer Report for the application that there is a 
genuine and pressing need for a secondary school in the Borough (supported by Surrey 
County Council as local education authority). The associated sport and leisure facilities on the 
site are an integral part of the operational and educational curriculum requirements of the 
school. In combination with the other points put forward by the applicant, the case for very 
special circumstances was successfully made in this instance.    

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 Building a school with recreational facilities will exacerbate 
traffic problems in the area 

None stated. The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently 
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant for very 
special circumstances, it is noted in the Officer Report for the application that there is a 
genuine and pressing need for a secondary school in the Borough (supported by Surrey 
County Council as local education authority). The associated sport and leisure facilities on the 
site are an integral part of the operational and educational curriculum requirements of the 
school. In combination with the other points put forward by the applicant, the case for very 
special circumstances was successfully made in this instance.    

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 Mayford is a key area for water absorption and the proposals 
here will increase the risk of surface water flooding.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB9 Mayford is a key area for water absorption and the proposals 
here will increase the risk of surface water flooding.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 Mayford is a key area for water absorption and the proposals 
here will increase the risk of surface water flooding.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 Mayford is a key area for water absorption and the proposals 
here will increase the risk of surface water flooding.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 Mayford is a key area for water absorption and the proposals 
here will increase the risk of surface water flooding.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB7 The rep highlights that the site is in the vicinity of two Grade 
II listed buildings and 25 houses  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the 
Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on 
amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these 
requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 The area is rich in wildlife in the area and proposals will have 
a negative impact on the environment and the lives of local 
residents 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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446 Julie Fletcher GB9 The area is rich in wildlife in the area and proposals will have 
a negative impact on the environment and the lives of local 
residents 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 The area is rich in wildlife in the area and proposals will have 
a negative impact on the environment and the lives of local 
residents 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 The area is rich in wildlife in the area and proposals will have 
a negative impact on the environment and the lives of local 
residents 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 The area is rich in wildlife in the area and proposals will have 
a negative impact on the environment and the lives of local 
residents 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 Mayford (Maiford) is mentioned in the Domesday book  None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB9 Mayford (Maiford) is mentioned in the Domesday book  None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 Mayford (Maiford) is mentioned in the Domesday book  None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 Mayford (Maiford) is mentioned in the Domesday book  None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 Mayford (Maiford) is mentioned in the Domesday book  None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

446 Julie Fletcher GB7 Smarts Heath Common is an SSSI. Any increase in the 
capacity will have an impact on the character, natural beauty, 
and a detrimental impact on local wildlife 

None stated. The Council agrees with the above, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. 
 
The proposed allocations include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity 
are fully assessed and where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 The proposed changes to the GB will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford Village 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the various technical studies and assessments undertaken have 
carefully considered the impacts of the proposed allocations and therefore sets out 
requirements for further consideration and mitigation measures to address the impacts.  
Proposals will also have to take into account all relevant development plan policies at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB9 The proposed changes to the GB will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford Village 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the various technical studies and assessments undertaken have 
carefully considered the impacts of the proposed allocations and therefore sets out 
requirements for further consideration and mitigation measures to address the impacts.  
Proposals will also have to take into account all relevant development plan policies at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 The proposed changes to the GB will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford Village 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the various technical studies and assessments undertaken have 
carefully considered the impacts of the proposed allocations and therefore sets out 
requirements for further consideration and mitigation measures to address the impacts.  
Proposals will also have to take into account all relevant development plan policies at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 The proposed changes to the GB will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford Village 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the various technical studies and assessments undertaken have 
carefully considered the impacts of the proposed allocations and therefore sets out 
requirements for further consideration and mitigation measures to address the impacts.  
Proposals will also have to take into account all relevant development plan policies at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 The proposed changes to the GB will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford Village 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the various technical studies and assessments undertaken have 
carefully considered the impacts of the proposed allocations and therefore sets out 
requirements for further consideration and mitigation measures to address the impacts.  
Proposals will also have to take into account all relevant development plan policies at the 
planning application stage.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 There is only a small Post Office, Barber shop and not other 
services/facilities e.g. shops, medical offices, schools, public 
services to meet the additional need.  
Development will be isolated if public transport is not 
improved. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 which addresses 
infrastructure provision 

446 Julie Fletcher GB9 There is only a small Post Office, Barber shop and not other 
services/facilities e.g. shops, medical offices, schools, public 
services to meet the additional need.  
Development will be isolated if public transport is not 
improved. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 which addresses 
infrastructure provision 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 There is only a small Post Office, Barber shop and not other 
services/facilities e.g. shops, medical offices, schools, public 
services to meet the additional need.  
Development will be isolated if public transport is not 
improved. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 which addresses 
infrastructure provision 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 There is only a small Post Office, Barber shop and not other 
services/facilities e.g. shops, medical offices, schools, public 
services to meet the additional need.  

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Development will be isolated if public transport is not 
improved. 

Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 which addresses 
infrastructure provision 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 There is only a small Post Office, Barber shop and not other 
services/facilities e.g. shops, medical offices, schools, public 
services to meet the additional need.  
Development will be isolated if public transport is not 
improved. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested 
parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is 
future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 which addresses 
infrastructure provision 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB8 The road infrastructure is insufficient to meet additional 
needs and support and is currently congested during peak 
hour. Problems include narrow roads, single lane bridges, 
and poor public transport- which has a knock on impact on 
traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

446 Julie Fletcher GB9 The road infrastructure is insufficient to meet additional 
needs and support and is currently congested during peak 
hour. Problems include narrow roads, single lane bridges, 
and poor public transport- which has a knock on impact on 
traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB10 The road infrastructure is insufficient to meet additional 
needs and support and is currently congested during peak 
hour. Problems include narrow roads, single lane bridges, 
and poor public transport- which has a knock on impact on 
traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Saunders Lane. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB11 The road infrastructure is insufficient to meet additional 
needs and support and is currently congested during peak 
hour. Problems include narrow roads, single lane bridges, 
and poor public transport- which has a knock on impact on 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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traffic.  Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Saunders Lane. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

446 Julie Fletcher GB14 The road infrastructure is insufficient to meet additional 
needs and support and is currently congested during peak 
hour. Problems include narrow roads, single lane bridges, 
and poor public transport- which has a knock on impact on 
traffic.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links will be required. The exact nature of these measures 
will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

446 Julie Fletcher GB7 The site is not conveniently located to local services and 
facilities. There is no justification for an expansion of 
Traveller pitches on the site 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common, a SSSI, used 
for leisure purposes. Any increase in the present Traveller 
site would decrease the visual amenity and character of the 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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areas and increase risk to wildlife due to domestic animals in 
close proximity.  

objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. With regard to the justification for the development in a Green 
Belt location, this is addressed in Sections 1.0. and 4.0 (paragraph 4.3) of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB14 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. It is recognised that the separation between 
Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the identity and 
character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB8 Increased population will impact on already stretched local 
infrastructure, particularly GPs. Where is the proposal for 
supporting infrastructure to support the proposed housing? 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. On health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is 
adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also 
accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be 
addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is 
seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be 
aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB9 Increased population will impact on already stretched local 
infrastructure, particularly GPs. Where is the proposal for 
supporting infrastructure to support the proposed housing? 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. On health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is 
adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also 
accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is 
seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be 
aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

581 Melanie Fletcher GB10 Increased population will impact on already stretched local 
infrastructure, particularly GPs. Where is the proposal for 
supporting infrastructure to support the proposed housing? 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. On health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is 
adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also 
accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be 
addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is 
seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be 
aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB11 Increased population will impact on already stretched local 
infrastructure, particularly GPs. Where is the proposal for 
supporting infrastructure to support the proposed housing? 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. On health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is 
adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also 
accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be 
addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is 
seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be 
aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB14 Increased population will impact on already stretched local 
infrastructure, particularly GPs. Where is the proposal for 
supporting infrastructure to support the proposed housing? 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 3.0. On health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is 
adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also 
accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be 
addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is 
seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be 
aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB8 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB9 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB10 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB11 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 
securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB14 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will 
require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess and address any site 
specific ecological issues. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing 
biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the 
Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through 
the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  None of the proposed allocated sites are 
within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an 
Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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securing developer contributions towards providing Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space 
(SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB8 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. The 
character of Hook Heath is set out in the Hook Heath Neighbourhood Plan as well as the 
Council's documents such as the Heritage of Woking and the Woking Character Study. The 
Council and Neighbourhood Plan have robust policies in place to ensure that local character is 
protected.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. The 
response to the Hook Heath Residents Association can be found under Representor ID 470 
and 1298. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB9 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. The 
character of Hook Heath is set out in the Hook Heath Neighbourhood Plan as well as the 
Council's documents such as the Heritage of Woking and the Woking Character Study. The 
Council and Neighbourhood Plan have robust policies in place to ensure that local character is 
protected.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. The 
response to the Hook Heath Residents Association can be found under Representor ID 470 
and 1298. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. The 
character of Hook Heath is set out in the Hook Heath Neighbourhood Plan as well as the 
Council's documents such as the Heritage of Woking and the Woking Character Study. The 
Council and Neighbourhood Plan have robust policies in place to ensure that local character is 
protected.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. The 
response to the Hook Heath Residents Association can be found under Representor ID 470 
and 1298. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. The 
character of Hook Heath is set out in the Hook Heath Neighbourhood Plan as well as the 
Council's documents such as the Heritage of Woking and the Woking Character Study. The 
Council and Neighbourhood Plan have robust policies in place to ensure that local character is 
protected.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. The 
response to the Hook Heath Residents Association can be found under Representor ID 470 
and 1298. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB14 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Mayford Village Society to represent my views. In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. The 
character of Hook Heath is set out in the Hook Heath Neighbourhood Plan as well as the 
Council's documents such as the Heritage of Woking and the Woking Character Study. The 
Council and Neighbourhood Plan have robust policies in place to ensure that local character is 
protected.  
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. The 
response to the Hook Heath Residents Association can be found under Representor ID 470 
and 1298. 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB8 The purpose and beauty of living in Mayford is to enjoy the 
green space. Local children use the fields daily and benefit 
from the open space to run around. 

None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB9 The purpose and beauty of living in Mayford is to enjoy the 
green space. Local children use the fields daily and benefit 
from the open space to run around. 

None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB10 The purpose and beauty of living in Mayford is to enjoy the 
green space. Local children use the fields daily and benefit 
from the open space to run around. 

None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB11 The purpose and beauty of living in Mayford is to enjoy the 
green space. Local children use the fields daily and benefit 
from the open space to run around. 

None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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581 Melanie Fletcher GB14 The purpose and beauty of living in Mayford is to enjoy the 
green space. Local children use the fields daily and benefit 
from the open space to run around. 

None stated. The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB8 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB9 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB10 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB11 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

581 Melanie Fletcher GB14 There has been no consideration of Mayford's infrastructure, 
particularly the increased strain and traffic on local roads. 
Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads (all single 
lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic. Prey Heath 
Road will become dangerous with increased traffic and 
people walking on the road (no pavements) to Worplesdon 
station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1307 Norman Fletcher UA29 The Council commissioned a study which demonstrated that 
the site was not viable. The Mayor described the proposal as 
being dead in the water.  
 
Barnsbury has insufficient infrastructure to meet the needs of 
the site. 

None stated. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the proposed 
allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when 
compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides 
the evidence to support this view. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB12 There is insufficient capacity at local schools to meet the 
proposed need.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB13 There is insufficient capacity at local schools to meet the 
proposed need.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB12 People chose to live in Pyrford for its character of open 
spaces and greenery 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 paragraph 3.7, 7.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB13 People chose to live in Pyrford for its character of open 
spaces and greenery 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 paragraph 3.7, 7.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB12 Traffic has increased over the years. Congestion is 
particularly bad during peak times.  
The roads are unsafe to consider alternative, sustainable 
forms of travel like cycling 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB13 Traffic has increased over the years. Congestion is 
particularly bad during peak times.  
The roads are unsafe to consider alternative, sustainable 
forms of travel like cycling 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1311 Christine Flynn GB12 Local health facilities are already stretched. Will additional 
provision be provided to address the additional need? 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1311 Christine Flynn GB13 Local health facilities are already stretched. Will additional 
provision be provided to address the additional need? 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB4 The condition of the road network, flooding and school 
provision is of concern. 

None stated. The management and maintenance of the Boroughs roads are the responsibility of the County 
Highways Authority (CHA), who in this case is Surrey County Council. It is recommended that 
any issues regarding road maintenance should be highlighted to the CHA.  
 
The representation regarding flooding has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
Surrey County Council is the main provider of Education in the area. It provided detailed 
assessment of education needs to support the Core Strategy. It is satisfied that the 
combination of expanding capacity at existing schools and the allocation of the specific site for 
a secondary school in the DPD will meet the education needs of the area. In addition, there is 
the likelihood of further education provision coming forward on the back of the Government’s 
free school initiative if the need can be justified. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB5 The condition of the road network, flooding and school 
provision is of concern. 

None stated. The management and maintenance of the Boroughs roads are the responsibility of the County 
Highways Authority (CHA), who in this case is Surrey County Council. It is recommended that 
any issues regarding road maintenance should be highlighted to the CHA.  
 
The representation regarding flooding has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
Surrey County Council is the main provider of Education in the area. It provided detailed 
assessment of education needs to support the Core Strategy. It is satisfied that the 
combination of expanding capacity at existing schools and the allocation of the specific site for 
a secondary school in the DPD will meet the education needs of the area. In addition, there is 
the likelihood of further education provision coming forward on the back of the Government’s 
free school initiative if the need can be justified. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB4 Byfleet has no medical facilities at present  None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB5 Byfleet has no medical facilities at present  None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB4 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

278 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

711 M Forbes GB5 The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further development 
will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB4 Acknowledge that more affordable housing is required with 
some of it in the Byfleet area. However the infrastructure can 
not cope with additional residents. 

None stated. Support for the principle of affordable housing is noted. This representation has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

711 M Forbes GB5 Acknowledge that more affordable housing is required with 
some of it in the Byfleet area. However the infrastructure can 
not cope with additional residents. 

None stated. Support for the principle of affordable housing is noted. This representation has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

911 Richard Ford General No comment. None stated. Thank you. This is noted 
 
Woking Borough Council welcomes any future comments and look forward to working with 
neighbouring authorities on strategic cross boundary issues.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 The purpose of the GB is designed to maintain green open 
space. The allocation will reduce the GB 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. Whilst the overall size of the Green Belt will reduce, overall the 
proposals will take about 3.5% of the Green Belt for development up until 2040.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 The ambient character of Mayford and Hook Heath will be 
lost 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. The Council has carried out a range of studies to make sure that the proposals will not 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. Details of the evidence base are in Section 8 
of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has assessed the sensitivity of 
the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied that the landscape character of the 
area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 7 of 
the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been assessed against the purposes of the 
Green Belt including preventing neighbouring town from merging into one another and are 
satisfied that the physical separation between Mayford/Hook Heath and Guildford will not be 
compromised. This particular issue is also addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 There is no need for additional housing in either Mayford or 
Hook Heath 

None stated. The justification for the release of land to meet housing need is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 The road infrastructure will not cope with additional housing. 
Saunders Land has restricted width and becomes gridlocked 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 The proposed housing density is inconsistent with the current 
neighbouring area 

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 Consider moving the site out towards the M3 or M25 Consider 
moving the 
site out 
towards the 
M3 or M25 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2 and 4. Based on the evidence the proposals in the DPD are the most sustainable when 
compared against all other reasonable alternatives considered. The Council has carried out a 
range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the Green Belt will not be 
undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the proposals will have 
significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the general character of the 
area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out in Section 8 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to 
meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council has assessed the 
sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the landscape 
character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is addressed in 
detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been assessed 
against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not undermine the 
overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of the Council’s 
Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the character and the 
heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. The Council has carried out a 
revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) 
(2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that 
there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which 
could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation 
measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer contributions and 
other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as part of detailed 
Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements have been 
incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development impacts are 
fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This 
will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and 
Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied that the 
approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the 
DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

44 Douglas Fordham GB11 The proposal is ill conceived and there are no exceptional 
circumstances to justify release of GB land. 
 
 
 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The 1200 homes and retail park are not required 

436 Laura Foreman GB4 The previous petition to maintain the tranquil village 
character has been ignored by WBC. There is a general 
feeling that views are being ignored 

None stated. The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any 
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We 
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of 
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a 
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under 
Representor ID 1524. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB5 The previous petition to maintain the tranquil village 
character has been ignored by WBC. There is a general 
feeling that views are being ignored 

None stated. The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any 
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We 
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of 
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a 
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under 
Representor ID 1524. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman General Object to 3 Pathways of Impact None stated. It is not clear why an objection has been raised for this particular Section of the HRA. However 
the Council is confident that the HRA has been carried out comprehensively but will take into 
account representations made and whether any modifications need to be made to the HRA 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman General Object to SA tables on GB sites None stated. Objection is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB4 Parvis Road will become heavily congested  None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB5 Parvis Road will become heavily congested  None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

436 Laura Foreman GB4 GB land is what attracts people to the area None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 particularly paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB5 GB land is what attracts people to the area None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 particularly paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB4 Byfleet has flooding issues, due to the poor drainage in the 
area.  

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB5 Byfleet has flooding issues, due to the poor drainage in the 
area.  

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB5 Protect the sites, find suitable land elsewhere Consider 
alternative 
sites 
elsewhere 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and Section 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB4 Protect the sites, find suitable land elsewhere Consider 
alternative 
sites 
elsewhere 

Whilst this representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0 particularly paragraph 1.9. The Council accepts that the 
proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough. This 
could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to make 
sure that development is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared against all 
other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that any land 
that is released from the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The 
available evidence suggest that the sites proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable 
locations and can be released for development without compromising the purpose of the Green 
Belt. The Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the 
ward of Byfleet. Excluding site GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used 
as publically accessible open space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for 
development in Byfleet is 7.3% (10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB4 GB is under constant threat. Other land is available.  None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9, Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and 
Section 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

436 Laura Foreman GB5 GB is under constant threat. Other land is available.  None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9, Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and 
Section 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB7 Understand the need for more secondary schools however is 
concerned about noise and disruption a Leisure Centre 
would create and the impact on local residents 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with noise assessment. The Officer's report 
for the scheme concluded that noise as a result of construction and the development itself was 
not considered significant and within existing noise guidelines (with the exception of some 
elements e.g. tannoy system, which have been conditioned). 
 
Permission has been granted for the proposed school. The Committee report is available 
online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

282 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

381 C Forester GB8 Understand the need for more secondary schools however is 
concerned about noise and disruption a Leisure Centre 
would create and the impact on local residents 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with noise assessment. The Officer's report 
for the scheme concluded that noise as a result of construction and the development itself was 
not considered significant and within existing noise guidelines (with the exception of some 
elements e.g. tannoy system, which have been conditioned). 
 
Permission has been granted for the proposed school. The Committee report is available 
online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB9 Understand the need for more secondary schools however is 
concerned about noise and disruption a Leisure Centre 
would create and the impact on local residents 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with noise assessment. The Officer's report 
for the scheme concluded that noise as a result of construction and the development itself was 
not considered significant and within existing noise guidelines (with the exception of some 
elements e.g. tannoy system, which have been conditioned). 
 
Permission has been granted for the proposed school. The Committee report is available 
online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB10 Understand the need for more secondary schools however is 
concerned about noise and disruption a Leisure Centre 
would create and the impact on local residents 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with noise assessment. The Officer's report 
for the scheme concluded that noise as a result of construction and the development itself was 
not considered significant and within existing noise guidelines (with the exception of some 
elements e.g. tannoy system, which have been conditioned). 
 
Permission has been granted for the proposed school. The Committee report is available 
online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB11 Understand the need for more secondary schools however is 
concerned about noise and disruption a Leisure Centre 
would create and the impact on local residents 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with noise assessment. The Officer's report 
for the scheme concluded that noise as a result of construction and the development itself was 
not considered significant and within existing noise guidelines (with the exception of some 
elements e.g. tannoy system, which have been conditioned). 
 
Permission has been granted for the proposed school. The Committee report is available 
online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB7 Object to proposals in Mayford proposed between 2016 and 
2040 , the proposals would compromise the character and 
village nature of Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB8 Object to proposals in Mayford proposed between 2016 and 
2040 , the proposals would compromise the character and 
village nature of Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB9 Object to proposals in Mayford proposed between 2016 and 
2040 , the proposals would compromise the character and 
village nature of Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB10 Object to proposals in Mayford proposed between 2016 and 
2040 , the proposals would compromise the character and 
village nature of Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB11 Object to proposals in Mayford proposed between 2016 and 
2040 , the proposals would compromise the character and 
village nature of Mayford.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB7 Object to proposals in Mayford GB, including the proposal for 
a new leisure centre and running track. 
There has been a lack of consideration with regards to traffic 
congestion and safety issues that would result. The existing 
problems that would be exacerbated 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel 
Plans, to assess the impact of the development on the local transport network.  The County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. Planning 
permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB8 Object to proposals in Mayford GB, including the proposal for 
a new leisure centre and running track. 
There has been a lack of consideration with regards to traffic 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel 
Plans, to assess the impact of the development on the local transport network.  The County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. Planning 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

283 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

congestion and safety issues that would result. The existing 
problems that would be exacerbated 

permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 

381 C Forester GB9 Object to proposals in Mayford GB, including the proposal for 
a new leisure centre and running track. 
There has been a lack of consideration with regards to traffic 
congestion and safety issues that would result. The existing 
problems that would be exacerbated 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel 
Plans, to assess the impact of the development on the local transport network.  The County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. Planning 
permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB10 Object to proposals in Mayford GB, including the proposal for 
a new leisure centre and running track. 
There has been a lack of consideration with regards to traffic 
congestion and safety issues that would result. The existing 
problems that would be exacerbated 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel 
Plans, to assess the impact of the development on the local transport network.  The County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. Planning 
permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

381 C Forester GB11 Object to proposals in Mayford GB, including the proposal for 
a new leisure centre and running track. 
There has been a lack of consideration with regards to traffic 
congestion and safety issues that would result. The existing 
problems that would be exacerbated 

None stated. The proposed school application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment to assess the 
impact of the development on the local infrastructure network.  This has been considered 
appropriate and suitable by the Local Planning Authority as the site has planning permission 
for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB7 Object to proposals. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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759 Wendy Forrest GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB14 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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759 Wendy Forrest GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

759 Wendy Forrest GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB14 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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759 Wendy Forrest GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

759 Wendy Forrest GB14 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB7 Object. All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in 
one part of the borough and Mayford already provides a 
major contribution towards the Traveller community. No 
justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

1690 Giles Forrest GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB14 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is 
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1690 Giles Forrest GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

1690 Giles Forrest GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development.  

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1690 Giles Forrest GB14 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1690 Giles Forrest GB14 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 Traveller sites should be close to schools and services as set 
out in the Core Strategy and SHLAA, this site is not.  
 
There is a lack of supporting infrastructure in the area. The 
development of a communal building for Travellers will not 
positively enhance the environment and openness of the 
area. 

None stated. The Core Strategy states that it is key that most new development is concentrated in 
sustainable locations where facilities and services are easily accessible by all relevant modes 
of travel such as walking, cycling and public transport. Following a through assessment against 
all reasonable and deliverable alternatives, this site is considered to be suitable for additional 
Traveller pitches on what is an existing Traveller site.  
 
The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
The Council fully acknowledge the existing public transport provision in the local area. As part 
of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to 
see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
The proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes design requirements that will ensure that the siting, layout 
and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and 
the character and landscape setting of the area. The site will also remain within the Green Belt 
and therefore the design and layout of the proposed allocation will have to be in general 
conformity with the relevant policies of the NPPF and Core Strategy. 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The site offers no visual privacy and the noise pollution from 
the railway line is unlikely to be suitably mitigated. The road 
to the site is busy with lorries and with no footpath, this would 
result in health and safety concerns. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above. 

All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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773 Craig Forrester GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary 
will not change in this particular location. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The proposed business use of the site would not comply with 
Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites 2008.  
 
Business use on the site would result in noise, traffic and 
nuisance to residents which is also out of keeping with the 
amenity and character of the immediate area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI and Hoe 
Stream SNCI and would have an adverse impact on two 
environmentally sensitive sites that form the boundary of the 
land. 

None stated. The Council agrees with the above, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. 
 
The proposed allocations include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity 
are fully assessed and where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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773 Craig Forrester GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford 
merging if Mayford is developed further. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The site is adjacent to 22 houses, including heritage assets. 
Development should comply with CS14, CS24 and the 
PPFTS in that it should have not adverse impacts on the 
character of the local area or local environment. 
 
The site was granted planning permission in 1987 for one 
family only. Additional pitches will have unacceptable 
adverse impacts on the visual amenity, character of the area 
and local environment and will have an adverse impact on 
the openness of the area which is contrary to CS6, CS14, 
CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD. 
 
Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
and contrary to Policy CS6 and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The site has little or no infrastructure or services on site at 
present and will require a substantial investment to connect 
the site to essential services. Acoustic barriers will also be 
required to mitigate the noise pollution from the railway line.  
 
The costs of preparing the site is likely to be in excess of 
£1.5 million. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any 
adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure the 
development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 There are significant development proposals in Guildford. 
The Guildford DPD has not been disclosed to Woking or 
Mayford residents. These developments will also increase 
traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 24.0 and Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty 
to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of 
cooperation relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 There are significant development proposals in Guildford. 
The Guildford DPD has not been disclosed to Woking or 
Mayford residents. These developments will also increase 
traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 24.0 and Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty 
to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of 
cooperation relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 There are significant development proposals in Guildford. 
The Guildford DPD has not been disclosed to Woking or 
Mayford residents. These developments will also increase 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 24.0 and Section 3.0. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  The Council has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty 
to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of 
cooperation relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

773 Craig Forrester GB11 There are significant development proposals in Guildford. 
The Guildford DPD has not been disclosed to Woking or 
Mayford residents. These developments will also increase 
traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 24.0 and Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has also worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to 
prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty 
to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of 
cooperation relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development. Without a 
Landscape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not valid 
and it is not clear why this area of landscape importance has 
been ignored.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development. Without a 
Landscape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not valid 
and it is not clear why this area of landscape importance has 
been ignored.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development. Without a 
Landscape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not valid 
and it is not clear why this area of landscape importance has 
been ignored.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development. Without a 
Landscape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not valid 
and it is not clear why this area of landscape importance has 
been ignored.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m 
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are 
'Important Bird Areas'. The Mayford Village Society is 
pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m 
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are 
'Important Bird Areas'. The Mayford Village Society is 
pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m 
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are 
'Important Bird Areas'. The Mayford Village Society is 
pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m 
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are 
'Important Bird Areas'. The Mayford Village Society is 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to 
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase 
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding 
properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to 
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase 
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding 
properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to 
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase 
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding 
properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to 
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase 
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding 
properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing 
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by 
inappropriate development 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing 
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by 
inappropriate development 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing 
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by 
inappropriate development 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing 
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by 
inappropriate development 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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773 Craig Forrester GB8 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites 
have been exhausted 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 Ten Acre Farm is not currently deliverable as the landowner 
has not confirmed that the site is available for development. 
The landowner wishes to develop the site for their own 
accommodation and not for an increase in Traveller 
accommodation. Development of the site will be 
economically viable at a low density.  
 
The development of the site would be contrary to the 
Council's SHLAA 2014. 

None stated. In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 Other sites identified in the Green Belt Boundary Review for 
Traveller accommodation have been omitted from the DPD. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The site is partly within Flood Zone 3 and Flood Zone 2. This 
will result in development being closer to the road which will 
have unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness and character of the area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 The site is considered to contain contaminated land. It is 
therefore unsuitable to consider using the site for residential 
uses until the land has been properly decontaminated. 

None stated. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 Sequential approach has not been undertaken - The council 
has chosen to set aside the GBR recommendations, 
selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b when proposing to 
expand the existing site at Ten Acre Farm by up to twelve 
additional pitches.  
No independently verified evidence has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for Traveller site development in its Plan, nor as to why 
sites identified in the Council’s Green Belt Review as 
available and viable have not been included, whilst sites 
specifically excluded (Ten Acre Farm, Smarts Heath Road) 
and Five Acres (Brookwood Lye) are the ONLY sites put 
forward. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB7 There is a lack of Very Special Circumstances to justify 
developing the site for Travellers accommodation, including 
the argument for unmet need. This is highlighted in the 
comments made by B Lewis MP. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

773 Craig Forrester GB9 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the 
development of the school will result in housing on the fields 
either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the 
development of the school will result in housing on the fields 
either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the 
development of the school will result in housing on the fields 
either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the 
development of the school will result in housing on the fields 
either side of the school later on. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to 
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no supporting 
infrastructure and residents living in any major developments 
would be isolated unless they have a vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to 
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no supporting 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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infrastructure and residents living in any major developments 
would be isolated unless they have a vehicle. 

and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to 
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no supporting 
infrastructure and residents living in any major developments 
would be isolated unless they have a vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to 
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no supporting 
infrastructure and residents living in any major developments 
would be isolated unless they have a vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 
longer during peak times. 
Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes in the local area will make this 
much worse. There are also very few pedestrian footpaths. 
There are three single lane bridges in the area and they will 
be unable to handle any additional traffic. Additional increase 
in congestion will also occur at Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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longer during peak times. 
Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes in the local area will make this 
much worse. There are also very few pedestrian footpaths. 
There are three single lane bridges in the area and they will 
be unable to handle any additional traffic. Additional increase 
in congestion will also occur at Worplesdon Station. 

journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms.  

of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 
longer during peak times. 
Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes in the local area will make this 
much worse. There are also very few pedestrian footpaths. 
There are three single lane bridges in the area and they will 
be unable to handle any additional traffic. Additional increase 
in congestion will also occur at Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 
longer during peak times. 
Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes in the local area will make this 
much worse. There are also very few pedestrian footpaths. 
There are three single lane bridges in the area and they will 
be unable to handle any additional traffic. Additional increase 
in congestion will also occur at Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

301 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms.  

773 Craig Forrester GB8 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach to identifying sites 
with constraints and then recommending them to be 
developed. This includes Ten Acres as a Travellers Site.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach to identifying sites 
with constraints and then recommending them to be 
developed. This includes Ten Acres as a Travellers Site.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach to identifying sites 
with constraints and then recommending them to be 
developed. This includes Ten Acres as a Travellers Site.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 The GBBR is inconsistent in its approach to identifying sites 
with constraints and then recommending them to be 
developed. This includes Ten Acres as a Travellers Site.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of 
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or 
not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of 
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or 
not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of 
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or 
not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of 
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or 
not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

773 Craig Forrester GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian 
footpaths leading to and away from the station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure 
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all 
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB4 Local infrastructure is inadequate. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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365 Gail Forster GB5 Local infrastructure is inadequate. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB12 Local infrastructure is inadequate. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB13 Local infrastructure is inadequate. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB15 Local infrastructure is inadequate. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB16 Local infrastructure is inadequate. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB4 Object to the release of GB land for proposals at Byfleet, 
West Byfleet and Pyrford.  
Please clarify whether Woking is legally required to build 
1400 homes? Please clarify whether the local MPs can vote 
against this? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's housing requirement has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. The Council is required to deliver 
4964 dwellings between 2010-2027, as set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB5 Object to the release of GB land for proposals at Byfleet, 
West Byfleet and Pyrford.  
Please clarify whether Woking is legally required to build 
1400 homes? Please clarify whether the local MPs can vote 
against this? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's housing requirement has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. The Council is required to deliver 
4964 dwellings between 2010-2027, as set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB12 Object to the release of GB land for proposals at Byfleet, 
West Byfleet and Pyrford.  
Please clarify whether Woking is legally required to build 
1400 homes? Please clarify whether the local MPs can vote 
against this? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's housing requirement has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. The Council is required to deliver 
4964 dwellings between 2010-2027, as set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB13 Object to the release of GB land for proposals at Byfleet, 
West Byfleet and Pyrford.  
Please clarify whether Woking is legally required to build 
1400 homes? Please clarify whether the local MPs can vote 
against this? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's housing requirement has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. The Council is required to deliver 
4964 dwellings between 2010-2027, as set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB15 Object to the release of GB land for proposals at Byfleet, 
West Byfleet and Pyrford.  
Please clarify whether Woking is legally required to build 
1400 homes? Please clarify whether the local MPs can vote 
against this? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's housing requirement has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. The Council is required to deliver 
4964 dwellings between 2010-2027, as set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB16 Object to the release of GB land for proposals at Byfleet, 
West Byfleet and Pyrford.  
Please clarify whether Woking is legally required to build 
1400 homes? Please clarify whether the local MPs can vote 
against this? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's housing requirement has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. The Council is required to deliver 
4964 dwellings between 2010-2027, as set out in the Council's adopted Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB4 Reference is made to previous planning decision on 
proposals within the GB in the area. The decisions on these 
are at od with the proposals being considered now 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB5 Reference is made to previous planning decision on 
proposals within the GB in the area. The decisions on these 
are at od with the proposals being considered now 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB12 Reference is made to previous planning decision on 
proposals within the GB in the area. The decisions on these 
are at od with the proposals being considered now 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB13 Reference is made to previous planning decision on 
proposals within the GB in the area. The decisions on these 
are at od with the proposals being considered now 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB15 Reference is made to previous planning decision on 
proposals within the GB in the area. The decisions on these 
are at od with the proposals being considered now 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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365 Gail Forster GB16 Reference is made to previous planning decision on 
proposals within the GB in the area. The decisions on these 
are at od with the proposals being considered now 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB4 Concerned that the local roads are inadequate and 
proposals would exacerbate existing problems- particularly 
on Parvis Road.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB5 Concerned that the local roads are inadequate and 
proposals would exacerbate existing problems- particularly 
on Parvis Road.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB12 Concerned that the local roads are inadequate and 
proposals would exacerbate existing problems- particularly 
on Parvis Road.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

365 Gail Forster GB13 Concerned that the local roads are inadequate and 
proposals would exacerbate existing problems- particularly 
on Parvis Road.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links 
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB15 Concerned that the local roads are inadequate and 
proposals would exacerbate existing problems- particularly 
on Parvis Road.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

365 Gail Forster GB16 Concerned that the local roads are inadequate and 
proposals would exacerbate existing problems- particularly 
on Parvis Road.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB15 The areas are important for their timeless beauty and 
providing a retreat to day to day life. They should be 
preserved for future generations. 

None stated. The representation  has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB16 The areas are important for their timeless beauty and 
providing a retreat to day to day life. They should be 
preserved for future generations. 

None stated. The representation  has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB4 The areas are important for their timeless beauty and 
providing a retreat to day to day life. They should be 
preserved for future generations. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB5 The areas are important for their timeless beauty and 
providing a retreat to day to day life. They should be 
preserved for future generations. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB12 The areas are important for their timeless beauty and 
providing a retreat to day to day life. They should be 
preserved for future generations. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

365 Gail Forster GB13 The areas are important for their timeless beauty and 
providing a retreat to day to day life. They should be 
preserved for future generations. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about impact on archaeology None stated. Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS20: Heritage and Conservation. This seeks to protect Areas of High 
Archaeological Potential from harmful development and requires an archaeological evaluation 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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and investigation for development proposals on sites greater than 0.4 ha.   
 
The Council also has a draft policy in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted 
for independent examination in February 2016) DM20: Heritage Assets and their settings.  
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  
 
The County Archaeologist has also provided comments on the proposal sites (see Rep ID 
1240). These will also be taken into consideration. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 19.0 

of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about increased flooding None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Keep Green Belt for the purpose it was intended for. To 
protect the countryside, wildlife and for future generations 

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to the Green Belt in line with Government priorities. The 
reason for the proposed release of small areas within the Green Belt has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about increased crime None stated. The likelihood of increased crime as a result of development proposals is an unknown factor. 
However all development proposals that come forward will need to comply with other 
development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy. The policy 
requires that proposals meet the criteria set out, including to create safe and secure 
environments, where opportunities for crime are minimised.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about increased noise None stated. Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has a draft 
policy in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) DM7 Noise and Light pollution.  
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 21.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about increased traffic None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 particularly 3.6 and Section 20.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about loss of arable and amenity land None stated. The loss of some green field land is inevitable however the Council has sought to identify areas 
that would have the least impact- this is demonstrated through the Sustainability Appraisal.  
In addition, all proposals will need to comply with other development plan policies, including 
Policy CS17: Open space, green infrastructure, sport and recreation where developer 
contributions will be sought to make provision for green infrastructure.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about loss of green fields and landscape features 
(Escarpments) 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
Please also see Section 7.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Objects to removal of land from Green Belt Don't remove 
land from the 
Green Belt 

The Council sympathises with these objections however it is necessary for the Council to 
identify sites within the Green Belt to deliver sufficient housing in the Borough to meet the 
identified housing need. This has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about increased pollution None stated. Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment, including Policies DM5-DM8 to 
mitigate against various types of pollution. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 21.0 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Suggests consideration of other brownfield sites Consider 
alternative 
brownfield 
sites 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 16.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about loss of wildlife None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council recognise that 
individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

260 Peta Forsyth GB8 Concerned about the merging of Woking and Mayford None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

104 John Fotheringham GB12 Strongly object to building 400+ new houses for Pyrford. We 
have lived in Pyrford for 14 years and think the proposed 
build is completely unsustainable and would destroy the 
character of Pyrford village and overpower already limited 
infrastructure. It is also being built on Green Belt. We think 
this is not a good option for Pyrford and strongly oppose the 
new house development. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. The Council is satisfied 
that the proposed allocations can be developed without significantly undermining the character 
of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

104 John Fotheringham GB13 Strongly object to building 400+ new houses for Pyrford. We 
have lived in Pyrford for 14 years and we think the proposed 
build is completely unsustainable and it would destroy the 
character of Pyrford village and overpower the already 
limited infrastructure. It is also being built on Green Belt. In 
summary we both think this is not a good option for Pyrford 
and we strongly oppose the new house development. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the 
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area. The 
Council has relied on a range of evidence to inform the DPD. Collectively, they support and 
justifies the allocation of the proposed sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB10 Given the lack of acknowledged open public spaces in South 
Woking, it is a good opportunity to preserve the area and 
green space for all to enjoy rather than high density low 
quality homes. 

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB11 Given the lack of acknowledged open public spaces in South 
Woking, it is a good opportunity to preserve the area and 
green space for all to enjoy rather than high density low 
quality homes 

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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230 Paul Fowler GB10 Significant and deep concerns on the negative and 
damaging proposals.  Given government and independent 
reports highlighting the benefits of open public spaces, using 
sites GB10 and GB11 as an open public space makes 
perfect sense. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB11 Significant and deep concerns on the negative and 
damaging proposals.  Given government and independent 
reports highlighting the benefits of open public spaces, using 
sites GB10 and GB11 as an open public space makes 
perfect sense. 
 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. See Section 1, 2 
and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB11 Whilst I recognize the need to plan into the future to 
accommodate the need for housing, the proposals do not 
comply with the NPPF. They disregard and want to reduce 
the Green Belt, which includes public open spaces and 
woodland and destroy the character of Hook Heath and 
Mayford. Urge you to consider allocating the sites as open 
green space for the community and safeguard it from 
development 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The sites can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the 
area will be significantly undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by 
Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB10 Whilst I recognize the need to plan into the future to 
accommodate the need for housing, the proposals do not 
comply with the NPPF. They disregard and want to reduce 
the Green Belt, which includes public open spaces and 
woodland and destroy the character of Hook Heath and 
Mayford. Urge you to consider allocating the sites as open 
green space for the community and safeguard it from 
development. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development including Travellers 
accommodation is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The Council has carried out a landscape assessment and 
landscape sensitivity for the sites to accommodate change. The site can be developed without 
undermining the landscape assets of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively 
covered in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB11 Purposes of Green Belt are to prevent sprawl and 
maintaining open spaces and woodland and character 
between towns and villages. The proposals conflict with this 
and Mayford and Hook Heath will become part of Woking. 
National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that 550 homes need to be found in the Green Belt up 
to 2027. The proposed site is for an additional 1200 homes 
between 2027-2040 and not based on firm evidence. WBC 
has not demonstrated any exceptional need for this number 
of dwellings or any other number in the Green Belt post 
2027. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
justification for safeguarding land to meet development needs between 2027 and 2040 is 
particularly set out in Section 2 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to accommodate change. 
The sites can be developed without undermining the landscape assets of the area. This 
particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation between 
Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the area will be 
significantly undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

230 Paul Fowler GB10 Purposes of Green Belt are to prevent sprawl and 
maintaining open spaces and woodland and character 
between towns and villages. The proposals conflict with this 
and Mayford and Hook heath will become part of Woking. 
National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that 550 homes need to be found in the Green Belt up 
to 2027. The proposed site is for an additional 1200 homes 
between 2027-2040 and not based on firm evidence. WBC 
has not demonstrated any exceptional need for this number 
of dwellings or any other number in the Green Belt post 
2027. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development including Travellers 
accommodation is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The Council has carried out a landscape assessment and 
landscape sensitivity for the sites to accommodate change. The site can be developed without 
undermining the landscape assets of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively 
covered in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The necessity for safeguarding 
land to meet future development needs is set out in Section 2 of the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1425 Keith Francis UA28 This was a possibility about 40 years ago. None stated. Comment noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1425 Keith Francis UA29 Why has it taken you so long? None stated. Support welcomed. The development of this document, with regard to Council's Local 
Development Scheme and the need to get an overall plan for the Borough (the Core 
Strategy)in place first, is part of the reason for the timing of the proposed draft site allocations. 
It should be noted that the development is expected to come forward in the medium term, in 6-
10 years time. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1425 Keith Francis General Woking town centre has seen too many changes. None stated. There has been a high level of change in Woking Town Centre, which is part of the Council's 
economic and spatial strategy (the latter set out in its Core Strategy), and is considered to be 
boosting the centre's vitality.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1425 Keith Francis 4 HRA 
Screening of 
Woking Site 
Allocations 

No detailed representation made other than to support this 
element of the HRA of the Draft Site Allocations DPD. 

None stated. Support welcomed. No detail, other than support, provided by the representor. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

691 T Franklin GB10 Mayford is a very close knit village. The proposed 
developments will increase the traffic density on the local 
roads that cannot be accepted on the current road system.  

None stated. Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged 
that planning to meet that need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

691 T Franklin GB11 Mayford is a very close knit village. The proposed 
developments will increase the traffic density on the local 
roads that cannot be accepted on the current road system.  

None stated. Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged 
that planning to meet that need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area.  
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

691 T Franklin GB10 Strongly object to the level of development being proposed. 
It will destroy the village atmosphere and the increase in 
traffic is unacceptable. These views are shared with local 
people.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

691 T Franklin GB11 Strongly object to the level of development being proposed. 
It will destroy the village atmosphere and the increase in 
traffic is unacceptable. These views are shared with local 
people.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

165 Patricia Freeborn GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
and contrary to Policy CS6 and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD. 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 4. Whilst Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt, it also commits the Council to release Green Belt land to meet 
development requirements of the Core Strategy. The proposal is therefore not contrary to 
Policy CS6 or the NPPF. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

165 Patricia Freeborn GB7 There is a lack of Very Special Circumstances to justify 
developing the site for Travellers accommodation, including 
the argument for unmet need. This is highlighted in the 
comments made by B Lewis MP. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD. 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

165 Patricia Freeborn GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

165 Patricia Freeborn GB7 Ten Acre Farm is not currently deliverable as the landowner 
has not confirmed that the site is available for development. 
The landowner wishes to develop the site for their own 
accommodation and not for an increase in Traveller 
accommodation. Development of the site will be 
economically viable at a low density.  
 
The development of the site would be contrary to the 
Council's SHLAA 2014. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD. 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. 
Infrastructure provision to support the proposed allocations is comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3. The Council is satisfied that the site is 
developable and will be available for development. The site can also be developed without 
significant harm to the general amenity of the occupiers of the site. A number of the proposed 
allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land contamination from previous or 
historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to 
make the development of the site acceptable. This includes making sure that site specific 
matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where necessary mitigation measures 
identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough contamination assessments being 
carried out and the implementation of any necessary remediation measures, the Council is 
satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB11 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address 
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the 
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape 
setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will 
make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of 
buses in the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working 
with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance 
existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will 
result from the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also 
working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to 
ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to 
meet the projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how 
the transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the 
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures, 
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the 
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning 
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to 
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated. 

193 D Freeborn GB10 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB8 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB9 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. 

193 D Freeborn GB10  
There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
heathlands (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) due to the 
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans or 
at least their scale, they will have devastating effects on the 
village and quality of life. I support the views of Mayford 
Village Society. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB11 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 
reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB8 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 
reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB9 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 
reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

193 D Freeborn GB10 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on GB8, GB9, 
GB10, GB11 and GB14. The housing will fill in any green 
space between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of merging of 
Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt policy. No 
consideration given to preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or the impact on the character of the village.  

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character and identity of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB11 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
Housing will fill in any green space between Mayford and 
Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and 
increasing the risk of merging Woking and Guildford, 
contrary to Green Belt policy. No consideration given to 
preserving Mayford as a separate settlement or to impact on 
its character. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The sites can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the 
area will be significantly undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by 
Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB8 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

193 D Freeborn GB9 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
and contrary to Policy CS6 and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 4. Whilst Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt, it also commits the Council to release Green Belt land to meet 
development requirements of the Core Strategy. The proposal is therefore not contrary to 
Policy CS6 or the NPPF. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB7 There is a lack of Very Special Circumstances to justify 
developing the site for Travellers accommodation, including 
the argument for unmet need. This is highlighted in the 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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comments made by  proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

233 Ella Freeborn GB10 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on GB8, GB9, 
GB10 and GB11. The housing will fill in any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of merging of Woking and 
Guildford, contrary to Green Belt policy. No consideration 
given to preserving Mayford as a separate settlement or the 
impact on the character of the village.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character and identity of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB11 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The sites can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the 
area will be significantly undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by 
Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB14 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB11, which will fill 
in any green space between Mayford and Woking, turning 
Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of 
merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt policy. 
No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It not envisaged that the proposals 
will undermine the physical separation between Mayford and Guildford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The 
character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB8  
I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB9  
I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

233 Ella Freeborn GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB11 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part 
of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address 
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the 
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape 
setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will 
make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of 
buses in the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working 
with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance 
existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will 
result from the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also 
working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to 
ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to 
meet the projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how 
the transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the 
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures, 
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the 
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning 
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to 
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB10 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

233 Ella Freeborn GB8 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB9 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB14 Little consideration given to the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure from increased population. More people means 
more cars and strain on transport infrastructure. There will be 
gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become more dangerous 
(there are no pavements).  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. 
Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

317 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

233 Ella Freeborn GB10  
There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
heathlands (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) due to the 
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans or 
at least their scale, they will have devastating effects on the 
village and quality of life. I support the views of Mayford 
Village Society. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB11 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 
reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB14 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 
reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB8 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 
reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB9 There will be an increased risk to wildlife in protected 
Heathlands due to the proximity of the development. Please 

Please 
reconsider 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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reconsider the plans or scale these down. Development will 
have a devastating impact on Mayford village and quality of 
life. Please also see the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

your plans or 
at least the 
scale of the 
plans. 

England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

of this representation 

233 Ella Freeborn GB7 Ten Acre Farm is not currently deliverable as the landowner 
has not confirmed that the site is available for development. 
The landowner wishes to develop the site for their own 
accommodation and not for an increase in Traveller 
accommodation. Development of the site will be 
economically viable at a low density.  
 
The development of the site would be contrary to the 
Council's SHLAA 2014. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the site is developable and will be available for development. The site 
can also be developed without significant harm to the general amenity of the occupiers of the 
site. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

932 Kit Freeborn GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

932 Kit Freeborn GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

932 Kit Freeborn GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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932 Kit Freeborn GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

932 Kit Freeborn GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

932 Kit Freeborn GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above 

As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

138 Heather Freeman GB12 I hate the idea of nibbling away at the Green Belt with the 
consequent deterioration of the mental and physical health of 
both humans and wildlife. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  It is not envisaged that the development will cause 
Pyrford to merge with any other town/village. During the preparation of the Site Allocations 
DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the 
biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any 
objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development. The Sustainability Appraisal concludes 
that overall, the proposals will promote sustainable development 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

138 Heather Freeman GB12 The thoughts of a potential 800 plus cars erupting onto our 
already busy roads in the morning is somewhat alarming. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the 
allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic 
over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the 
proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be 
funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures 
to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. 
Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make 
sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

of this representation 

138 Heather Freeman General I am very grateful for the helpful clarification which I received 
on my recent visit to the Planning Office. 

None stated. Comment noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

138 Heather Freeman GB13 I hate the idea of nibbling away at the Green Belt with the 
consequent deterioration of the mental and physical health of 
both humans and wildlife. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 
and 2. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within 
the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage 
new development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green 
spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity 
network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult 
with the relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England 
during the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development. During the preparation of the Site 
Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to 
discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

138 Heather Freeman GB13 The thoughts of a potential 800 plus cars erupting onto our 
already busy roads in the morning is somewhat alarming. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3 and 20. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1527 Justin Freeman GB15 The proposal will ruin one of the nicest features of West 
Byfleet, increased traffic pressure on an already 
overwhelmed system. Developers will benefit from the 
proposal but not citizens of West Byfleet. The city will 
become another victim of urban sprawl with no green space. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0, paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6, and Sections 15.0 and 24.0. In relation 
to there being 'no green space' the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 18.3% of the 
existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site GB17 which will not be developed and 
is proposed to be used as publically accessible open space (SANG), the total amount of Green 
Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% (10.26ha). In West Byfleet ward, Site Allocations 
DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt. Excluding site GB23 which will not 
be developed and will continue to provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and 
Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% 
(45ha). Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of 
Green Belt, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is released from the 
Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1527 Justin Freeman GB16 The proposal will ruin one of the nicest features of West 
Byfleet, increased traffic pressure on an already 
overwhelmed system. Developers will benefit from the 
proposal but not citizens of West Byfleet. The city will 
become another victim of urban sprawl with no green space. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0, paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6, and Sections 15.0 and 24.0. In relation 
to there being 'no green space' the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 18.3% of the 
existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site GB17 which will not be developed and 
is proposed to be used as publically accessible open space (SANG), the total amount of Green 
Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% (10.26ha). In West Byfleet ward, Site Allocations 
DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt. Excluding site GB23 which will not 
be developed and will continue to provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and 
Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% 
(45ha). Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of 
Green Belt, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is released from the 
Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1527 Justin Freeman General The proposal will ruin one of the nicest features of West 
Byfleet, increased traffic pressure on an already 
overwhelmed system. Developers will benefit from the 
proposal but not citizens of West Byfleet. The city will 
become another victim of urban sprawl with no green space. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0, paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6, and Sections 15.0 and 24.0. In relation 
to there being 'no green space' the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 18.3% of the 
existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site GB17 which will not be developed and 
is proposed to be used as publically accessible open space (SANG), the total amount of Green 
Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% (10.26ha). In West Byfleet ward, Site Allocations 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt. Excluding site GB23 which will not 
be developed and will continue to provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and 
Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% 
(45ha). Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of 
Green Belt, it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is released from the 
Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 

1678 Nick, 
Charlotte 

Freeman General Object. Not aware of the Green Belt designation. Combined 
with other Green Belt proposals, concerned that it will lead to 
further development in the Green Belt. This will have an 
impact on the rural setting of Sutton Green and Pyle Hill. 

None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB16 Local infrastructure and services are already overstretched, 
including roads, water supply and sewage systems. These 
will need substantial expansion to meet any population 
growth. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB16 Objects ton the proposal for over 700 new houses and a 900 
pupil independent school due to traffic along the A245 in 
West Byfleet during rush hour and school runs, and the 
potential for accidents, and the potential worsening of these 
issues. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 and Section 24.0. Note that the Broadoaks site on Parvis Road is 
not allocated for a school. The allocation is for an employment-led mixed use site to include 
quality offices and research premises and residential including Affordable Housing and housing 
to meet the accommodation needs of the elderly. The current proposal for a 900 pupil private 
secondary school is a developer led scheme that will be considered as part of the planning 
application process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend General An overall review needs to be conducted now to ensure road 
traffic issues, infrastructure and services will be adequate in 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB16 An overall review needs to be conducted now to ensure road 
traffic issues, infrastructure and services will be adequate in 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB12 An overall review needs to be conducted now to ensure road 
traffic issues, infrastructure and services will be adequate in 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB13 An overall review needs to be conducted now to ensure road 
traffic issues, infrastructure and services will be adequate in 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB4 An overall review needs to be conducted now to ensure road 
traffic issues, infrastructure and services will be adequate in 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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489 Jim Friend GB5 An overall review needs to be conducted now to ensure road 
traffic issues, infrastructure and services will be adequate in 
future. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3.0. With regard to medical facilities, the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the 
Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB4 West Byfleet, Pyrford and Byfleet are potentially losing too 
much of their Green Belt compared to the rest of the 
Borough. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). In West Byfleet ward, the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the 
existing Green Belt. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to 
provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of 
Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council 
sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured 
through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to 
remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, 
Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet development needs up to 2040 and the 
amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB5 West Byfleet, Pyrford and Byfleet are potentially losing too 
much of their Green Belt compared to the rest of the 
Borough. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). In West Byfleet ward, the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the 
existing Green Belt. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to 
provide open space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of 
Green Belt lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha). Whilst the Council 
sympathises with the concerns of local residents over the loss of Green Belt, it has ensured 
through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to 
remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, 
Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet development needs up to 2040 and the 
amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB16 West Byfleet, Pyrford and Byfleet are potentially losing too 
much of their Green Belt compared to the rest of the 
Borough. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in the DPD are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB15 West Byfleet, Pyrford and Byfleet are potentially losing too 
much of their Green Belt compared to the rest of the 
Borough. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in the DPD are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

489 Jim Friend GB12 West Byfleet, Pyrford and Byfleet are potentially losing too 
much of their Green Belt compared to the rest of the 
Borough. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in the DPD are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB13 West Byfleet, Pyrford and Byfleet are potentially losing too 
much of their Green Belt compared to the rest of the 
Borough. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in the DPD are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB12 Looking at the bigger picture, development in Pyrford and in 
Byfleet for 220 houses with compound existing congestion 
on the A245. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB13 Looking at the bigger picture, development in Pyrford and in 
Byfleet for 220 houses with compound existing congestion 
on the A245. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB4 Looking at the bigger picture, development in Pyrford and in 
Byfleet for 220 houses with compound existing congestion 
on the A245. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend GB5 Looking at the bigger picture, development in Pyrford and in 
Byfleet for 220 houses with compound existing congestion 
on the A245. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend UA32 Sheerwater and Wisley airfield development are very likely to 
severely add to traffic in the east of the Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. Further to this the Council 
has engaged Guildford Borough Council in this consultation, in line with the Duty to Cooperate, 
and will continue to work with them as plans for development in both Boroughs progress, to 
ensure that negative impacts are minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

489 Jim Friend General Sheerwater and Wisley airfield development are very likely to 
severely add to traffic in the east of the Borough. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. Further to this the Council 
has engaged Guildford Borough Council in this consultation, in line with the Duty to Cooperate, 
and will continue to work with them as plans for development in both Boroughs progress, to 
ensure that negative impacts are minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB4 Traffic - it can be a nightmare trying to get in and out of 
Byfleet, especially if there is a problem on the M.25, the area 
and adjoining areas come to a standstill. You can imagine 
the chaos on Parvis Road when you build a 900 pupil Private 
School on Broadoaks plus 140 Houses, with parents 
dropping of children, people from the houses going to work, 
then build over 1000 more houses in Byfleet. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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142 S H V Frost GB4 Health - it can be very difficult to get an appointment at 
doctors surgeries, what will it be like with another 1,400 
families to account for. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is comprehensively 
addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in 
the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  Hospitals traditionally has responded to the 
needs of the population. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB4 Drains etc. - I thought Byfleet was a flood plain in bas 
weather, why build more houses and make it worse? 
Christmas 2013 most of Byfleet was under water, problems 
for people to get in and out, it was absolute chaos. Why 
should Byfleet lose the little amount of Green Belt land 
(which thought could not be built on) when there must be 
many other areas that can be used. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The flood 
risk implications of the proposals is addressed in detail in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. see Section 5. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB16 Social - the land at Broadoaks could be used for social/family 
facilities for the people of the area. 

Use 
Broadoaks for 
social/family 
facilities 

The site is presently designated as a Major Development Site in the Green Belt for high quality 
office development. The Site Allocations seek to expand the uses on the site to include 
residential development and elderly peoples accommodation. These proposals care necessary 
to help meet the development needs of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB5 Traffic - it can be a nightmare trying to get in and out of 
Byfleet, especially if there is a problem on the M.25, the area 
and adjoining areas come to a standstill. You can imagine 
the chaos on Parvis Road when you build a 900 pupil Private 
School on Broadoaks plus 140 Houses, with parents 
dropping of children, people from the houses going to work, 
then build over 1000 more houses in Byfleet. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is addressed in the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 20 and 3.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB5 Health - it can be very difficult to get an appointment at 
doctors surgeries, what will it be like with another 1,400 
families to account for. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is comprehensively 
addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in 
the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  Hospitals traditionally has responded to the 
needs of the population. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB15 Traffic - it can be a nightmare trying to get in and out of 
Byfleet, especially if there is a problem on the M.25, the area 
and adjoining areas come to a standstill. You can imagine 
the chaos on Parvis Road when you build a 900 pupil Private 
School on Broadoaks plus 140 Houses, with parents 
dropping of children, people from the houses going to work, 
then build over 1000 more houses in Byfleet. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 
implications on Parvis Road. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB15 Health - it can be very difficult to get an appointment at 
doctors surgeries, what will it be like with another 1,400 
families to account for. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is comprehensively 
addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in 
the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 
pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  Hospitals traditionally has responded to the 
needs of the population. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB16 Traffic - it can be a nightmare trying to get in and out of 
Byfleet, especially if there is a problem on the M.25, the area 
and adjoining areas come to a standstill. You can imagine 
the chaos on Parvis Road when you build a 900 pupil Private 
School on Broadoaks plus 140 Houses, with parents 
dropping of children, people from the houses going to work, 
then build over 1000 more houses in Byfleet. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 
implications on Parvis Road. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future 
development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

142 S H V Frost GB16 Health - it can be very difficult to get an appointment at 
doctors surgeries, what will it be like with another 1,400 
families to account for. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is comprehensively 
addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in 
the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision 
reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission 
Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid 
unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  Hospitals traditionally has responded to the 
needs of the population. 

142 S H V Frost GB5 Drains etc. - I thought Byfleet was a flood plain in bas 
weather, why build more houses and make it worse? 
Christmas 2013 most of Byfleet was under water, problems 
for people to get in and out, it was absolute chaos. Why 
should Byfleet lose the little amount of Green Belt land 
(which thought could not be built on) when there must be 
many other areas that can be used. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is addressed comprehensively in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar General I cannot and do not oppose the provision of extra housing in 
the Borough but fear that the failure to provide the relevant 
infrastructure will make life impossible for both existing and 
future residents. This would be a neglect of duty for those 
responsible for planning decisions.  

None stated. The Council notes the in principle support for additional housing in the Borough. Nevertheless 
it also accepts that infrastructure provision will be required to make sure that the impact of 
development will not exacerbate the existing infrastructure situation and that any negative 
impacts of future development are minimised. Based on the Council's on-going commitment to 
working with infrastructure providers, it is confident that infrastructure provision will be able to 
support the delivery of the strategic objectives of the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB8 Traffic has increased in Mayford significantly, and there is no 
guarantee that infrastructure will be provided to support 
additional housing. Surprised that the IDP states that 
increased traffic can be mitigated through improvement 
measures as the existing infrastructure is inadequate. This 
includes the A320 which is gridlocked and Hook Hill Lane 
which has no footpath and is narrow.  

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to the representation regarding the 
existing footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB9 Traffic has increased in Mayford significantly, and there is no 
guarantee that infrastructure will be provided to support 
additional housing. Surprised that the IDP states that 
increased traffic can be mitigated through improvement 
measures as the existing infrastructure is inadequate. This 
includes the A320 which is gridlocked and Hook Hill Lane 
which has no footpath and is narrow.  

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to the representation regarding the 
existing footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB10 Traffic has increased in Mayford significantly, and there is no 
guarantee that infrastructure will be provided to support 
additional housing. Surprised that the IDP states that 
increased traffic can be mitigated through improvement 
measures as the existing infrastructure is inadequate. This 
includes the A320 which is gridlocked and Hook Hill Lane 
which has no footpath and is narrow.  

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to the representation regarding the 
existing footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB11 Traffic has increased in Mayford significantly, and there is no 
guarantee that infrastructure will be provided to support 
additional housing. Surprised that the IDP states that 
increased traffic can be mitigated through improvement 
measures as the existing infrastructure is inadequate. This 
includes the A320 which is gridlocked and Hook Hill Lane 
which has no footpath and is narrow.  

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to the representation regarding the 
existing footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB8 Mayford has a limited retail offer, hardly the thriving centre 
for an expanding community 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB9 Mayford has a limited retail offer, hardly the thriving centre 
for an expanding community 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB10 Mayford has a limited retail offer, hardly the thriving centre 
for an expanding community 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB11 Mayford has a limited retail offer, hardly the thriving centre 
for an expanding community 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB8 There is no heath care and other areas are overloaded with 
patients.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB9 There is no heath care and other areas are overloaded with 
patients.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB10 There is no heath care and other areas are overloaded with 
patients.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB11 There is no heath care and other areas are overloaded with 
patients.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB8 Whilst accepting that there is a need to find sites for housing 
and commercial uses, concerned that the site is proposed. 
Concerned that Green Belt proposals will intrude into the 
Green Belt and have a negative impact on the quality of life 
for residents. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
In addition, the representation noting the impact of the proposals on the quality of life for local 
residents has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB9 Whilst accepting that there is a need to find sites for housing 
and commercial uses, concerned that the site is proposed. 
Concerned that Green Belt proposals will intrude into the 
Green Belt and have a negative impact on the quality of life 
for residents. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
In addition, the representation noting the impact of the proposals on the quality of life for local 
residents has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB10 Whilst accepting that there is a need to find sites for housing 
and commercial uses, concerned that the site is proposed. 
Concerned that Green Belt proposals will intrude into the 
Green Belt and have a negative impact on the quality of life 
for residents. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
In addition, the representation noting the impact of the proposals on the quality of life for local 
residents has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1643 E.J. Fullagar GB11 Whilst accepting that there is a need to find sites for housing 
and commercial uses, concerned that the site is proposed. 
Concerned that Green Belt proposals will intrude into the 
Green Belt and have a negative impact on the quality of life 
for residents. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of releasing land from the Green Belt has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
In addition, the representation noting the impact of the proposals on the quality of life for local 
residents has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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751 Ellen Funnell GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB7 Object to proposal. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB8 Strongly object to housing on the site. National policy states 
that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances. This has not been proven by 
WBC. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of 
Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a 
suburb of Woking , against the purpose of Green Belt.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB9 Strongly object to housing on the site. National policy states 
that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances. This has not been proven by 
WBC. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of 
Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a 
suburb of Woking , against the purpose of Green Belt.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB10 Strongly object to housing on the site. National policy states 
that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances. This has not been proven by 
WBC. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of 
Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a 
suburb of Woking , against the purpose of Green Belt.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB11 Strongly object to housing on the site. National policy states 
that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances. This has not been proven by 
WBC. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of 
Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a 
suburb of Woking , against the purpose of Green Belt.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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751 Ellen Funnell GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt 
boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as 
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful 
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without 
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during 
any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB8 Mayford does not have the local amenities to support an 
increase in population 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB9 Mayford does not have the local amenities to support an 
increase in population 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB10 Mayford does not have the local amenities to support an 
increase in population 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB11 Mayford does not have the local amenities to support an 
increase in population 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell General Mayford has a semi-rural village feel and its Green Belt 
offers tranquillity and space. Saddened and object to the 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0 and Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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proposals in Mayford.  of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB8 Worplesdon Station is struggling with the number of 
passengers using it. The single lane road tunnel on Prey 
heath will become a bottle neck, the car park is full and the 
trains are at capacity with people standing.  

None stated. It is agreed that peak hour trains are operating at or above capacity. This has been noted 
within the Network Rail Wessex Route Plan which states that 'Commuter travel in the peaks 
continues to grow leading to frequent overcrowding with some passengers having to stand on 
journeys to London from as far away as Andover and Winchester'. Within the same report, 
Network Rail has published its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure 
in the Borough. This includes a grade separated flyover at Woking Station to increase capacity 
on the network. This particular infrastructure proposal has included within Site Allocation UA23. 
Any further rail investment programmes will be used in inform the next review of the Woking 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
As noted within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6, the 
Council is working with the County Council to assess the transport implications of the allocated 
sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB9 Worplesdon Station is struggling with the number of 
passengers using it. The single lane road tunnel on Prey 
heath will become a bottle neck, the car park is full and the 
trains are at capacity with people standing.  

None stated. It is agreed that peak hour trains are operating at or above capacity. This has been noted 
within the Network Rail Wessex Route Plan which states that 'Commuter travel in the peaks 
continues to grow leading to frequent overcrowding with some passengers having to stand on 
journeys to London from as far away as Andover and Winchester'. Within the same report, 
Network Rail has published its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure 
in the Borough. This includes a grade separated flyover at Woking Station to increase capacity 
on the network. This particular infrastructure proposal has included within Site Allocation UA23. 
Any further rail investment programmes will be used in inform the next review of the Woking 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
As noted within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6, the 
Council is working with the County Council to assess the transport implications of the allocated 
sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB10 Worplesdon Station is struggling with the number of 
passengers using it. The single lane road tunnel on Prey 
heath will become a bottle neck, the car park is full and the 
trains are at capacity with people standing.  

None stated. It is agreed that peak hour trains are operating at or above capacity. This has been noted 
within the Network Rail Wessex Route Plan which states that 'Commuter travel in the peaks 
continues to grow leading to frequent overcrowding with some passengers having to stand on 
journeys to London from as far away as Andover and Winchester'. Within the same report, 
Network Rail has published its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure 
in the Borough. This includes a grade separated flyover at Woking Station to increase capacity 
on the network. This particular infrastructure proposal has included within Site Allocation UA23. 
Any further rail investment programmes will be used in inform the next review of the Woking 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
As noted within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6, the 
Council is working with the County Council to assess the transport implications of the allocated 
sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB11 Worplesdon Station is struggling with the number of 
passengers using it. The single lane road tunnel on Prey 
heath will become a bottle neck, the car park is full and the 
trains are at capacity with people standing.  

None stated. It is agreed that peak hour trains are operating at or above capacity. This has been noted 
within the Network Rail Wessex Route Plan which states that 'Commuter travel in the peaks 
continues to grow leading to frequent overcrowding with some passengers having to stand on 
journeys to London from as far away as Andover and Winchester'. Within the same report, 
Network Rail has published its future investment programme to improve the rail infrastructure 
in the Borough. This includes a grade separated flyover at Woking Station to increase capacity 
on the network. This particular infrastructure proposal has included within Site Allocation UA23. 
Any further rail investment programmes will be used in inform the next review of the Woking 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
As noted within the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6, the 
Council is working with the County Council to assess the transport implications of the allocated 
sites. 

751 Ellen Funnell GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development. The Green Belt offers a great 
environment for those that live near it. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development. The Green Belt offers a great 
environment for those that live near it. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

751 Ellen Funnell GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development. The Green Belt offers a great 
environment for those that live near it. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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751 Ellen Funnell GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the 
proximity of the development. The Green Belt offers a great 
environment for those that live near it. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development.  
 
None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust 
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell General Removing Mayford's Green Belt is not the only option so 
please reconsider. The government advised Councils to 
protect the Green Belt and the proposed plans will have a 
devastating effect on Mayford as a village.  
Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB8 The plans will have a severe impact on infrastructure. There 
are two single lane bridges that are already congested and 
will be unable to handle any additional traffic. Travelling into 
Woking along Egley Road is difficult due to the traffic. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB9 The plans will have a severe impact on infrastructure. There 
are two single lane bridges that are already congested and 
will be unable to handle any additional traffic. Travelling into 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Woking along Egley Road is difficult due to the traffic. the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

751 Ellen Funnell GB10 The plans will have a severe impact on infrastructure. There 
are two single lane bridges that are already congested and 
will be unable to handle any additional traffic. Travelling into 
Woking along Egley Road is difficult due to the traffic. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

751 Ellen Funnell GB11 The plans will have a severe impact on infrastructure. There 
are two single lane bridges that are already congested and 
will be unable to handle any additional traffic. Travelling into 
Woking along Egley Road is difficult due to the traffic. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Inappropriate Development in Green Belt - The proposal is, 
by definition, inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 (Green Belt) and 
Section 9 (Protecting Green Belt Land) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, which set out limited 
circumstances where development is appropriate within the 
Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 4.0, particularly paragraph 4.2 and 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Other potential sites - the GBR included as options to meet 
future need for pitches WOK001 land south of Murrays Lane, 
West Byfleet (4 pitches) and WOK006 land off New Lane, 
Sutton Green (3 pitches). There are also sites adjacent to the 
urban area outside of the Green Belt with capacity to deliver 
15 pitches and a mixed and balanced community, land west 
of West Hall, West Byfleet WGB004a (SHLAAWB019b) and 
land south of High Road, Byfleet (WGB006a/SHLAABY043). 
These options have been omitted from the DPD with no 
explanation other than "it is easier to expand existing sites in 
the Green Belt", as stated publicly by a planning officer at the 
Mayford Community Engagement meeting on Monday 6 July 
2015. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Flood risk - the Council will not allocate sites or grant 
planning permission for Traveller pitches in the functional 
floodplain or Flood Zone 3a (DPD). The TAA states this site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for potential 
for expansion for additional pitches. 10% at the rear of the 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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site is Flood Zone 3, a further 15% is Flood Zone 2. This will 
push the site closer to the road frontage, with unacceptable 
adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness and character 
of the area. 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Accessibility - Core Strategy and SHLAA state that Traveller 
sites should have safe and reasonable access to schools 
and other local facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not currently 
close to schools and it does not have easy access to local 
facilities. The SHLAA states Ten Acre Farm has average 
accessibility to key local services (schools, GP surgeries and 
to Woking Town Centre). Accessibility to the nearest village 
centre by bike and foot is good/average." In reality Mayford 
has no supporting infrastructure (shops, doctors, dentists, 
schools, employment opportunities) and poor public transport 
system (infrequent limited bus services, residents are 
isolated without a vehicle). For isolated sites, a communal 
building is also recommended (Designing Gypsy and 
Traveller sites). If located at the front of the site as 
recommended this WILL NOT positively enhance the 
environment or increase its openness, respect the street 
scene or character of the area. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
With respect to concerns about the character of the area, this has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 19.0. Other development plan policies such 
as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Infrastructure, services and cost - allocated sites must be 
deliverable (including affordable to intended occupiers) so 
needs are met. Policy CS14 states "the site should have 
adequate infrastructure and on-site utilities to service the 
number of pitches proposed". There is little existing 
infrastructure at Ten Acre Farm, no surface water or storm 
water drainage, no main sewer, driveway that does not meet 
emergency vehicle requirements, no water hydrant, no site 
lighting, no mains gas, and minimal connection to water and 
electricity services. It is adjacent to the main railway line, 
requiring significant acoustic barriers and would have to be 
raised clear of flood risk at great cost. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any 
adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure the 
development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Special Circumstances - In the absence of Very Special 
Circumstances justifying an exception, there is a 
presumption against such development. Unmet demand 
does not constitute 'very special circumstances' and is 
unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt and other harm 
to constitute very special circumstance justifying 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The previous 
Government (Brandon Lewis MP Statements) made this 
clear. The Secretary of State has re-emphasised this to local 
planning authorities and planning inspectors as a material 
consideration in their planning decisions. Even if the Council 
is unable to show a five year supply of Traveller sites, this 
would not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Additional Health and Safety considerations - Traveller Sites 
should provide visual and acoustic privacy and be 
sympathetic to the local environment. When selecting 
locations for permanent sites, consideration is to be given to 
the relatively high density of children likely to be on the site. 
When considering sites adjacent to main roads and railway 
lines, careful regard must be given to the health and safety of 
children and others who will live on the site. There is greater 
noise transference through the walls of trailers and caravans 
than in conventional housing and need for design measures 
(for instance noise barriers) to abate impact on quality of life 
and health. Public use of Smarts Heath Common means no 
visual privacy on the site. The proximity of the main railway 
line means is unlikely acoustic barriers would alleviate the 

None stated. The Core Strategy provides a robust policy framework to ensure that sure that development 
proposals avoid any significant harm to the environment and to the amenity of residents. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to potential on site 
pollution including noise. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified 
through pre-application discussions, informed by relevant technical studies.  
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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noise of trains. The road that borders the site is the B380, 
the local approved 'lorry' route. There is no footpath on one 
side so children would have to cross the road to reach one. 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Impact on Visual Amenity, Character and Local Environment 
- Core Strategy Policy CS14 states "The site should not have 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
character of the area and the local environment". Policy H, 
paragraph 24b, of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
(PPFTS) requires sites to 'positively enhance the 
environment and increase its openness'. Policy CS21 states 
that the new development 'should respect and make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area in which they are situated'. Policy CS24 requires any 
development proposal should conserve and where possible 
enhance existing character. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road, including two 16th Century Grade II listed 
buildings close to Ten Acre Farm, leading directly through 
Smarts Heath Common onto open countryside. This private 
Traveller site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987 (PLAN/1987/0282). It was never envisaged 
that this would be expanded outside the occupier's 
immediate family, who have lived on site and in Smarts 
Heath Road for many years. Additional pitches will comply 
with the design principles set out by Government practice 
guidance, currently 'Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites'. Up 
to twelve pitches each needing an amenity building, hard 
standing for a large trailer and touring caravan and two 
vehicles WILL have unacceptable adverse impacts on the 
visual amenity, character of the area and the local 
environment and WILL NOT positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural street scene." This will 
have an adverse impact on the openness, character and 
appearance of the area, dominating the settled community 
and reducing the amenity value, contrary to Policies CS6, 
CS14, CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight 
SPD.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. With 
respect to  reference to heritage assets, see Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan 
policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the 
site to minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character.  
 
With respect to the representation regarding the identification of the site to meet future 
Traveller needs. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 4.Environmentally sensitive Sites - proposals that will 
adversely impact environmentally sensitive sites and cannot 
be adequately mitigated will be refused. Ten Acre Farm has 
four boundaries to Smarts Heath Common, the Hoe Stream 
(with railway line behind), B380 road, 1 Smarts Heath Road 
and adjacent nursery land. Smarts Heath Common is a 
Special Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI) designated by Bird 
Life International as an "Important Bird Area". The Hoe 
Stream is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI), 
a valuable link and habitat corridor for other SNCI sites in the 
Hoe Valley. Extending this site WOULD adversely impact 
these sensitive sites.  

None stated. The Council agrees, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation and CS8: 
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the importance of protecting 
environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied that the site can be 
development for the proposed use without significant damage to surrounding environmentally 
sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available evidence such as the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the Landscape Assessment. None of 
the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England have objected to the use of the site 
as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant impacts on environmentally sensitive 
sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas identified in the Green Belt boundary review 
report and the SA as absolute constraints. The Council is therefore confident that the site can 
be brought forward to deliver the necessary Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation 
needs of Travellers. 
 
The proposed allocations include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity 
are fully assessed and where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Business Use - Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially 
residential, those living there are entitled to a peaceful and 
enjoyable environment. Government guidance on site 
management proposes that working from residential pitches 
should be discouraged and that residents should not 
normally be allowed to work elsewhere on site (Designing 
Gypsy and Traveller Sites, 2008). Yet the DPD states 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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"Potential for inclusion of an element of business use, where 
this would support residents living and working on site." Core 
Strategy (policies CS21 and CS24) and PPFTS require sites 
to 'positively enhance the environment and increase its 
openness', respect and make positively contribute to the 
street scene and character of the area, conserve and 
enhance existing character. Business use would inflict a 
small-scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic, 
nuisance which is out of keeping with the amenity and 
character of the area. 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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342 Alan Futcher GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 IMPACT - Site Concentration. ALL of Woking's Traveller 
sites are concentrated in one part of the Borough - Ten Acre 
Farm, Mayford; Hatchingtan, Burdenshott Road (one mile 
from Ten Acre Farm); and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye (three 
miles from Ten Acre Farm). Mayford already provides a 
major contribution towards the Traveller Community, further 
expansion is not justified. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Successive planning inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site as it would reduce the openness of 
the Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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342 Alan Futcher GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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342 Alan Futcher GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 No independently verified evidence produced to demonstrate 
the Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller site 
development or why sites identified in the Green Belt Review 
as available and viable have not been included, whilst sites 
specifically excluded (Ten Acre Farm and Five Acres) are the 
ONLY sites put forward. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 SITE IS NOT SUITABLE - SHLAA noted a number of 
physical and environmental problems with this site: 1. 
Contaminated Land - in the GBR sites (such as Ten Acre 
Farm) were REJECTED as a Traveller site due to concerns 
over land contamination. Designing Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites says sites must not be located on contaminated land. 
Land must be decontaminated by approved contractors to 
ensure housing development could take place. This can be 
prohibitively expensive and should be considered only where 
financially viable from the outset. Ten Acre Farm is 
unacceptable for expansion for this reason. 

None stated. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 SITE SELECTION - A sequential approach must be taken to 
identify suitable sites for allocation, with sites in the urban 
area being considered before those in the Green Belt. The 
GBR (Green Belt Review) recommends a priority order. The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states "the site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for its 
potential for future expansion to accommodate additional 
pitches". The DPD uses the term from the GBR of 
'intensification' of Ten Acre Farm which is incorrect. The TAA 
term of 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD proposal. 
It was never envisaged that this Traveller site would be 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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expanded outside the occupier's immediate family. The 
Council has chosen to set aside the GBR recommendations, 
selecting the lowest priority rating when proposing to expand 
the existing site at Ten Acre Farm by up to twelve additional 
pitches.  

342 Alan Futcher GB8 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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vehicle. Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
30 minutes. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB7 Object to expansion of Ten Acre Farm by up to 12 Traveller 
pitches as the site not currently deliverable. If letters sent to 
confirm availability with landowners have not established 
them as available, they have not been included in the 
assessment. If the landowner identified a site as not 

Do not include 
this site in the 
DPD. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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available, then the site is not considered further for Gypsy 
and Traveller use (WBC Green Belt Review 2014 - GBR). 
Woking Borough Council (WBC) approached Mr Lee, 
owner/occupier of Ten Acre Farm to ask if the site was 
available. Residents understand that the site is not available 
and that Mr Lee has not, to date, confirmed availability. With 
no written confirmation of availability, the site must be 
removed from the DPD. The owner/occupier continues to 
seek planning approval for his own residential use. The site 
has a low existing use value and residential development is 
likely to be economically viable at a low density (GBR). The 
Council is acting contrary to its own Strategic Land 
Accommodation Assessment 2014 (SHLAA) by including 
Ten Acre Farm as an extended Traveller site. The site 
should not be included in the DPD. 

all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB8 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB9 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB10 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

342 Alan Futcher GB11 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Inappropriate Development in Green Belt - The proposal is, 
by definition, inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 (Green Belt) and 
Section 9 (Protecting Green Belt Land) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, which set out limited 
circumstances where development is appropriate within the 
Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 4.0, particularly paragraph 4.2 and 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Other potential sites - the GBR included as options to meet 
future need for pitches WOK001 land south of Murrays Lane, 
West Byfleet (4 pitches) and WOK006 land off New Lane, 
Sutton Green (3 pitches). There are also sites adjacent to the 
urban area outside of the Green Belt with capacity to deliver 
15 pitches and a mixed and balanced community, land west 
of West Hall, West Byfleet WGB004a (SHLAAWB019b) and 
land south of High Road, Byfleet (WGB006a/SHLAABY043). 
These options have been omitted from the DPD with no 
explanation other than "it is easier to expand existing sites in 
the Green Belt", as stated publicly by a planning officer at the 
Mayford Community Engagement meeting on Monday 6 July 
2015. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Flood risk - the Council will not allocate sites or grant 
planning permission for Traveller pitches in the functional 
floodplain or Flood Zone 3a (DPD). The TAA states this site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for potential 
for expansion for additional pitches. 10% at the rear of the 
site is Flood Zone 3, a further 15% is Flood Zone 2. This will 
push the site closer to the road frontage, with unacceptable 
adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness and character 
of the area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Accessibility - Core Strategy and SHLAA state that Traveller 
sites should have safe and reasonable access to schools 
and other local facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not currently 
close to schools and it does not have easy access to local 
facilities. The SHLAA states Ten Acre Farm has average 
accessibility to key local services (schools, GP surgeries and 
to Woking Town Centre). Accessibility to the nearest village 
centre by bike and foot is good/average." In reality Mayford 
has no supporting infrastructure (shops, doctors, dentists, 
schools, employment opportunities) and poor public transport 
system (infrequent limited bus services, residents are 
isolated without a vehicle). For isolated sites, a communal 
building is also recommended (Designing Gypsy and 
Traveller sites). If located at the front of the site as 
recommended this WILL NOT positively enhance the 
environment or increase its openness, respect the street 
scene or character of the area. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
With respect to concerns about the character of the area, this has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 19.0. Other development plan policies such 
as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Infrastructure, services and cost - allocated sites must be 
deliverable (including affordable to intended occupiers) so 
needs are met. Policy CS14 states "the site should have 
adequate infrastructure and on-site utilities to service the 
number of pitches proposed". There is little existing 
infrastructure at Ten Acre Farm, no surface water or storm 
water drainage, no main sewer, driveway that does not meet 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any 
adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. The 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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emergency vehicle requirements, no water hydrant, no site 
lighting, no mains gas, and minimal connection to water and 
electricity services. It is adjacent to the main railway line, 
requiring significant acoustic barriers and would have to be 
raised clear of flood risk at great cost. 

Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure the 
development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Special Circumstances - In the absence of Very Special 
Circumstances justifying an exception, there is a 
presumption against such development. Unmet demand 
does not constitute 'very special circumstances' and is 
unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt and other harm 
to constitute very special circumstance justifying 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The previous 
Government (Brandon Lewis MP Statements) made this 
clear. The Secretary of State has re-emphasised this to local 
planning authorities and planning inspectors as a material 
consideration in their planning decisions. Even if the Council 
is unable to show a five year supply of Traveller sites, this 
would not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 and Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Additional Health and Safety considerations - Traveller Sites 
should provide visual and acoustic privacy and be 
sympathetic to the local environment. When selecting 
locations for permanent sites, consideration is to be given to 
the relatively high density of children likely to be on the site. 
When considering sites adjacent to main roads and railway 
lines, careful regard must be given to the health and safety of 
children and others who will live on the site. There is greater 
noise transference through the walls of trailers and caravans 
than in conventional housing and need for design measures 
(for instance noise barriers) to abate impact on quality of life 
and health. Public use of Smarts Heath Common means no 
visual privacy on the site. The proximity of the main railway 
line means is unlikely acoustic barriers would alleviate the 
noise of trains. The road that borders the site is the B380, 
the local approved 'lorry' route. There is no footpath on one 
side so children would have to cross the road to reach one. 

None stated. The Core Strategy provides a robust policy framework to ensure that sure that development 
proposals avoid any significant harm to the environment and to the amenity of residents. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to potential on site 
pollution including noise. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified 
through pre-application discussions, informed by relevant technical studies.  
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Impact on Visual Amenity, Character and Local Environment 
- Core Strategy Policy CS14 states "The site should not have 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
character of the area and the local environment". Policy H, 
paragraph 24b, of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
(PPFTS) requires sites to 'positively enhance the 
environment and increase its openness'. Policy CS21 states 
that the new development 'should respect and make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area in which they are situated'. Policy CS24 requires any 
development proposal should conserve and where possible 
enhance existing character. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road, including two 16th Century Grade II listed 
buildings close to Ten Acre Farm, leading directly through 
Smarts Heath Common onto open countryside. This private 
Traveller site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987 (PLAN/1987/0282). It was never envisaged 
that this would be expanded outside the occupier's 
immediate family, who have lived on site and in Smarts 
Heath Road for many years. Additional pitches will comply 
with the design principles set out by Government practice 
guidance, currently 'Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites'. Up 
to twelve pitches each needing an amenity building, hard 
standing for a large trailer and touring caravan and two 
vehicles WILL have unacceptable adverse impacts on the 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. With 
respect to  reference to heritage assets, see Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan 
policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the 
site to minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character.  
 
With respect to the representation regarding the identification of the site to meet future 
Traveller needs. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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visual amenity, character of the area and the local 
environment and WILL NOT positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural street scene." This will 
have an adverse impact on the openness, character and 
appearance of the area, dominating the settled community 
and reducing the amenity value, contrary to Policies CS6, 
CS14, CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight 
SPD.  

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 4.Environmentally sensitive Sites - proposals that will 
adversely impact environmentally sensitive sites and cannot 
be adequately mitigated will be refused. Ten Acre Farm has 
four boundaries to Smarts Heath Common, the Hoe Stream 
(with railway line behind), B380 road, 1 Smarts Heath Road 
and adjacent nursery land. Smarts Heath Common is a 
Special Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI) designated by Bird 
Life International as an "Important Bird Area". The Hoe 
Stream is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI), 
a valuable link and habitat corridor for other SNCI sites in the 
Hoe Valley. Extending this site WOULD adversely impact 
these sensitive sites.  

None stated. The Council agrees, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation and CS8: 
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the importance of protecting 
environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied that the site can be 
development for the proposed use without significant damage to surrounding environmentally 
sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available evidence such as the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the Landscape Assessment. None of 
the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England have objected to the use of the site 
as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant impacts on environmentally sensitive 
sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas identified in the Green Belt boundary review 
report and the SA as absolute constraints. The Council is therefore confident that the site can 
be brought forward to deliver the necessary Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation 
needs of Travellers. 
 
The proposed allocations include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity 
are fully assessed and where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Business Use - Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially 
residential, those living there are entitled to a peaceful and 
enjoyable environment. Government guidance on site 
management proposes that working from residential pitches 
should be discouraged and that residents should not 
normally be allowed to work elsewhere on site (Designing 
Gypsy and Traveller Sites, 2008). Yet the DPD states 
"Potential for inclusion of an element of business use, where 
this would support residents living and working on site." Core 
Strategy (policies CS21 and CS24) and PPFTS require sites 
to 'positively enhance the environment and increase its 
openness', respect and make positively contribute to the 
street scene and character of the area, conserve and 
enhance existing character. Business use would inflict a 
small-scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic, 
nuisance which is out of keeping with the amenity and 
character of the area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 IMPACT - Site Concentration. ALL of Woking's Traveller 
sites are concentrated in one part of the Borough - Ten Acre 
Farm, Mayford; Hatchingtan, Burdenshott Road (one mile 
from Ten Acre Farm); and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye (three 
miles from Ten Acre Farm). Mayford already provides a 
major contribution towards the Traveller Community, further 
expansion is not justified. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Successive planning inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site as it would reduce the openness of 
the Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

352 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 No independently verified evidence produced to demonstrate 
the Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller site 
development or why sites identified in the Green Belt Review 
as available and viable have not been included, whilst sites 
specifically excluded (Ten Acre Farm and Five Acres) are the 
ONLY sites put forward. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 SITE IS NOT SUITABLE - SHLAA noted a number of 
physical and environmental problems with this site: 1. 
Contaminated Land - in the GBR sites (such as Ten Acre 
Farm) were REJECTED as a Traveller site due to concerns 
over land contamination. Designing Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites says sites must not be located on contaminated land. 
Land must be decontaminated by approved contractors to 
ensure housing development could take place. This can be 
prohibitively expensive and should be considered only where 
financially viable from the outset. Ten Acre Farm is 

None stated. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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unacceptable for expansion for this reason. 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 SITE SELECTION - A sequential approach must be taken to 
identify suitable sites for allocation, with sites in the urban 
area being considered before those in the Green Belt. The 
GBR (Green Belt Review) recommends a priority order. The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states "the site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for its 
potential for future expansion to accommodate additional 
pitches". The DPD uses the term from the GBR of 
'intensification' of Ten Acre Farm which is incorrect. The TAA 
term of 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD proposal. 
It was never envisaged that this Traveller site would be 
expanded outside the occupier's immediate family. The 
Council has chosen to set aside the GBR recommendations, 
selecting the lowest priority rating when proposing to expand 
the existing site at Ten Acre Farm by up to twelve additional 
pitches.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 and Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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344 Peggy Futcher GB10 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
30 minutes. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.  
 
The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 
 
It is noted that at times the maintenance of roads and the railway will require roads to closed or 
restricted to carry out these important works. The Council acknowledges that this can have 
short term impacts on congestion and accessibility through the local area. Although the Council 
sympathise with these concerns the maintenance of roads and other infrastructure is essential. 
 
Any proposed improvements or changes to the existing road network will be subject to 
drainage assessments to make sure that the roads have the capacity to drain away rain water 
and are fit for purpose. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



E, F 

358 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB7 Object to expansion of Ten Acre Farm by up to 12 Traveller 
pitches as the site not currently deliverable. If letters sent to 
confirm availability with landowners have not established 
them as available, they have not been included in the 
assessment. If the landowner identified a site as not 
available, then the site is not considered further for Gypsy 
and Traveller use (WBC Green Belt Review 2014 - GBR). 
Woking Borough Council (WBC) approached Mr Lee, 
owner/occupier of Ten Acre Farm to ask if the site was 
available. Residents understand that the site is not available 
and that Mr Lee has not, to date, confirmed availability. With 
no written confirmation of availability, the site must be 
removed from the DPD. The owner/occupier continues to 
seek planning approval for his own residential use. The site 
has a low existing use value and residential development is 
likely to be economically viable at a low density (GBR). The 
Council is acting contrary to its own Strategic Land 
Accommodation Assessment 2014 (SHLAA) by including 
Ten Acre Farm as an extended Traveller site. The site 
should not be included in the DPD. 

Do not include 
this site in the 
DPD. 

In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration 
that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to 
emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to 
ensure that any land that is identified for development has a realistic prospect of coming 
forward for the anticipated nature and type of development at the time that it is needed. As with 
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the 
landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site 
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the 
Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. 
The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the 
Plan led process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB8 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB9 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

344 Peggy Futcher GB10 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

344 Peggy Futcher GB11 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

 


