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54 Barry Gadd GB13 Strongly oppose the proposed 400+ houses. 
 
Understands and supports government pressure to build 
more affordable homes in brown field sites but this is Green 
Belt land and it has a quiet and pleasant outlook. 

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 

54 Barry Gadd GB13 Local roads are busy, even without adding a possible 800 
cars (assuming 2 per household).  
 
Upshot Lane is narrow and needs care especially with larger 
vehicles and bicycles. Upshot Lane is part of the Olympic 
Cycle route and the number of cyclists has risen significantly. 
 
Pyrford Common Road and Upshot Lane are both used to 
access the A3 via Ripley, where Newark Lane is particularly 
narrow at the Ripley junction. This junction is busy and 
inadequate to handle existing traffic, let alone further 
congestion arising from the proposed development. 

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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 This part of the representation is an extract of tables and 
other information from the Council's traffic assessment, on 
which the representor's analysis is based. It includes figures 
and detail on vehicle trips (arrivals and departures), Level of 
Service, ratio of flow to capacity, and increase in flow with 
regard to various scenarios. 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB12 This part of the representation is an extract of tables and 
other information from the Council's traffic assessment, on 
which the representor's analysis is based. It includes figures 
and detail on vehicle trips (arrivals and departures), Level of 
Service, ratio of flow to capacity, and increase in flow with 
regard to various scenarios. 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB13 This part of the representation is an extract of tables and 
other information from the Council's traffic assessment, on 
which the representor's analysis is based. It includes figures 
and detail on vehicle trips (arrivals and departures), Level of 
Service, ratio of flow to capacity, and increase in flow with 
regard to various scenarios. 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 Attached analysis of the Strategic Transport Assessment 
2015 which shows a low level of success in terms of vehicles 
attempting to leave the West Hall site in a westbound 
direction. This implies that 70% residents who wish to will be 
unable to drive to work or to take children to school, which is 
unacceptable. 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 Summarises the Strategic Traffic Assessment Document 
2015 with particular regard to Scenario F, the West Hall 
development and its serious impacts on both Parvis Road in 
West Byfleet, and on Coldharbour Road and Newark Lane 
through Pyrford. No analysis has taken place to show the 
effect of traffic trying to enter the road network from new 
development. It is also necessary to combine scenarios E 
and F as both will heavily impact the same roads. 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB12 Summarises the Strategic Traffic Assessment Document 
2015 with particular regard to Scenario F, the West Hall 
development and its serious impacts on both Parvis Road in 
West Byfleet, and on Coldharbour Road and Newark Lane 
through Pyrford. No analysis has taken place to show the 
effect of traffic trying to enter the road network from new 
development. It is also necessary to combine scenarios E 
and F as both will heavily impact the same roads. 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 
the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB13 Summarises the Strategic Traffic Assessment Document 
2015 with particular regard to Scenario F, the West Hall 

None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. In addition, these detailed 
transport matters are noted and will be fully assessed as part of the Transport Assessment at 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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development and its serious impacts on both Parvis Road in 
West Byfleet, and on Coldharbour Road and Newark Lane 
through Pyrford. No analysis has taken place to show the 
effect of traffic trying to enter the road network from new 
development. It is also necessary to combine scenarios E 
and F as both will heavily impact the same roads. 

the planning application stage. of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 The documents do not mention the suitability of existing 
infrastructure to support the proposed developments. In 
particular, West Hall and the ability of the A245 to handle the 
increase in 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB12 The documents do not mention the suitability of existing 
infrastructure to support the proposed 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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB13 The documents do not mention the suitability of existing 
infrastructure to support the proposed 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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 The report shows that the West Hall development (scenario 
F) has a large and unexpected impact on Coldharbour Land 
and Newark Lane in Pyrford, which are unsuitable for large 
volumes of traffic. If scenario E is taken into account these 
impacts are greatly increased. Analysis in the original report 
is superficial and concentrates on overall effects in the 
Borough rather than local effects of individual developments. 
It is also complacent in assuming that the current state of 
transport in the Borough is satisfactory. Attaches detailed 
analysis and relevant tables. 

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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB12 The report shows that the West Hall development (scenario 
F) has a large and unexpected impact on Coldharbour Land 
and Newark Lane in Pyrford, which are unsuitable for large 
volumes of traffic. If scenario E is taken into account these 
impacts are greatly increased. Analysis in the original report 
is superficial and concentrates on overall effects in the 
Borough rather than local effects of individual developments. 
It is also complacent in assuming that the current state of 
transport in the Borough is satisfactory. Attaches detailed 
analysis and relevant tables. 

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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB13 The report shows that the West Hall development (scenario 
F) has a large and unexpected impact on Coldharbour Land 
and Newark Lane in Pyrford, which are unsuitable for large 
volumes of traffic. If scenario E is taken into account these 
impacts are greatly increased. Analysis in the original report 
is superficial and concentrates on overall effects in the 
Borough rather than local effects of individual developments. 
It is also complacent in assuming that the current state of 
transport in the Borough is satisfactory. Attaches detailed 
analysis and relevant tables. 

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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 The Woking Local Plan 1999 acknowledged the heavy traffic 
in West Byfleet, both as an inconvenience and due it 
detriment to the quality of the environment, and supported 
improvements to be implemented by Surrey County Council. 
These began in 2000 but were abandoned as dangerous 
shortly afterwards. Since then there has been no road 
improvements despite the development of 240 additional 
homes in West Byfleet and considerable office development 
(including a 105,000 sq ft block) on the Brooklands Estate. 

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 

1438 Roger Gahagan GB15 Without considerable improvement to transport infrastructure 
a development on the scale of West Hall cannot be sensibly 
contemplated. Such improvements require much more than 
a cycle path and a few buses which would be subject to the 
same traffic constraints as resident's vehicles. 

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 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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889 Susanne Galbraith GB12 The road network is at capacity 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 

889 Susanne Galbraith GB13 The road network is at capacity 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 

889 Susanne Galbraith GB12 Traffic is already a problem and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Highway improvement schemes suggested. 

None stated. The proposed site allocation of GB12 and GB13 are to safeguard land for future development 
needs post 2027. The proposed sites will not result in ribbon development but instead will 
create extensions to the existing urban area. This is consistent with the NPPF which states that 
specifically states that safeguarded land should be 'between the urban area and the Green 
Belt'.  
 
The Council note the highways suggestions in the representation and will draw them to the 
County Council who are the Highways Authority for the area. Regarding the allocated sites, the 
Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport 
where feasible. 
 
The representation regarding anti-social and illegal parking should be noted to Woking 
Borough Council Parking Services as well as the County Highways Authority to address the 
current situation. 
 
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. 

889 Susanne Galbraith GB13 Traffic is already a problem and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Highway improvement schemes suggested. 

None stated. The proposed site allocation of GB12 and GB13 are to safeguard land for future development 
needs post 2027. The proposed sites will not result in ribbon development but instead will 
create extensions to the existing urban area. This is consistent with the NPPF which states that 
specifically states that safeguarded land should be 'between the urban area and the Green 
Belt'.  
 
The Council note the highways suggestions in the representation and will draw them to the 
County Council who are the Highways Authority for the area. 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 anti-social and illegal parking should be noted to Woking 
Borough Council Parking Services as well as the County Highways Authority to address the 
current situation. 
 
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. 

678 Carole Gale GB12 This provides Woking's remaining agricultural land. Pyrford 
has a long history of farming. It would provide food security 
for the future. The GBBR did not take this into account.  

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. 
 
It is incorrect that the Green Belt boundary review did not take into account agricultural land 
classification. This assessment was part of Stage 2 of the site selection process. In addition it 
was also considered by the Council during the preparation of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

678 Carole Gale GB13 This provides Woking's remaining agricultural land. Pyrford 
has a long history of farming. It would provide food security 
for the future. The GBBR did not take this into account.  

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. 
 
It is incorrect that the Green Belt boundary review did not take into account agricultural land 
classification. This assessment was part of Stage 2 of the site selection process. In addition it 
was also considered by the Council during the preparation of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

678 Carole Gale GB12 Air quality has not been considered even though it has a 
significant impact on health and wildlife. 

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 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. 
 
Regarding the impact of air pollution and the proposed developments on wildlife, during the 
preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and 
Natural England. 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 

678 Carole Gale GB13 Air quality has not been considered even though it has a 
significant impact on health and wildlife. 

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 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. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Regarding the impact of air pollution and the proposed developments on wildlife, during the 
preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and 
Natural England. 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. 

678 Carole Gale GB12 Farmland birds were commonly seen on the site and could 
return if farmland practices were to change. It would also 
improve wider biodiversity. If developed, this would not be 
able to take place. 

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. 
 
 
The draft allocation notes within the key requirements that biodiversity improvements must be 
introduced to the scheme, including wildlife features and corridors. The key requirements also 
note that mature trees and existing vegetation should be retained as well as take opportunities 
to make positive contributions towards biodiversity through the creation of alternative green 
spaces, retention/enhancement of any features of nature conservation value on-site, and 
creation of linkages with the Green Infrastructure network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

678 Carole Gale GB13 Farmland birds were commonly seen on the site and could 
return if farmland practices were to change. It would also 
improve wider biodiversity. If developed, this would not be 
able to take place. 

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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The draft allocation notes within the key requirements that biodiversity improvements must be 
introduced to the scheme, including wildlife features and corridors. The key requirements also 
note that mature trees and existing vegetation should be retained as well as take opportunities 
to make positive contributions towards biodiversity through the creation of alternative green 
spaces, retention/enhancement of any features of nature conservation value on-site, and 
creation of linkages with the Green Infrastructure network. 

678 Carole Gale GB15 I object to removal of West Hall from the Green Belt in order 
to build houses. This is because it serves clear Green Belt 
purposes.  

None stated. The Green Belt Boundary review states that the site does serve some of the purposes of 
Green Belt, as defined by the NPPF. In order to mitigate any adverse impacts the proposal 
would need to be sensitively designed to create a strong landscape edge to the settlement as 
well as provide significant amounts of green infrastructure to maintain the effective separation 
between Byfleet and West Byfleet. It would also need to reduce the visual impacts on heritage 
assets and other valued features.  
 
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 

678 Carole Gale GB12 The traffic in the local area is already extremely bad, and the 
proposed development, including that at West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, will make matters much worse.  
 
The traffic study undertaken does not take any development 
at Wisley Airfield into account.  

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, taking into account developments within and outside of the Borough. 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 

678 Carole Gale GB13 The junctions in Pyrford, Woking Road and Coldharbour 
Road are expected to see the greatest traffic increase based 
on the Strategic Transport Assessment.  
 
The traffic in the local area is already extremely bad, and the 
proposed development, including that at West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, will make matters much worse.  
 
The traffic study undertaken does not take any development 
at Wisley Airfield into account.  

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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, taking into account developments within and outside of the Borough. 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. 

678 Carole Gale GB12 It is important to recognise that this area is a very important 
community asset. It is used as parking for the Flower Show 
and without this facility the Flower Show could not take 
place. It is also used by the Scouts and Guides and has long 
been regarded by the community as an asset which could be 
developed for use as a recreational facility. 
 
It should be clearly recognised that only a small part of 
Parcel 9 was selected and this on grounds of sustainability 
by the Brett report, not suitability for removal from the Green 
Belt. On sustainability grounds, however, the parcel 
performed only moderately being further from the train 
station than many green sites.  
 
NPPF seeks to protect the Green Belt. 
 
The site has little/no capacity for change in landscape terms 
in the GBBR. 
 
The inclusion of this site in the DPD would go against the 
NPPF, the GBBR, the Core Strategy. 

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. 
 
The Council's evidence base for the Site Allocations DPD is clearly set out in Appendix 1 of the 
DPD. This includes a Landscape Character Assessment. The Council's response to the impact 
of the site allocations on landscape character has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council's approach to 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 2.0. 
The Council considers its approach to be consistent with National Planning Policy (NPPF) as 
well as the Development Plan for the area, including Core Strategy Policy CS1. 
 
As noted at 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 

678 Carole Gale GB13 The NPPF expects Green Belt land to be retained.  
 
The GGBR states that the area has no or low capacity to 
accommodate change, and is a reflection of the exposed 
nature of the parcel.  
 
The allocation of the site goes against CS1. 

None stated. The principle of Green Belt development and whether the Council's approach is consistent with 
the NPPF is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. 
 
The Council 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 Council's evidence base for the Site Allocations DPD is clearly set out in Appendix 1 of the 
DPD. This includes a Landscape Character Assessment. The Council's response to the impact 
of the site allocations on landscape character has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council considers its approach to be consistent with National Planning Policy (NPPF) as 
well as the Development Plan for the area, including Core Strategy Policy CS1. 
 
As noted at 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 
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678 Carole Gale GB13 The site was not selected in the GBBR but added to act as a 
cushion in case of shortfall from other site. This is against 
advice of the DCLG - Unmet housing need (including for 
traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special 
circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site 
within the Green Belt’. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

678 Carole Gale GB15 It would also have the same impact on traffic and health 
services referred to above. 

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 Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP and 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 

678 Carole Gale GB12 The site has a unique landscape character. It also used to 
provide a publicly accessible footpath.  
 
There are adjacent heritage assets/landscape that would be 
destroyed. 
 
The farmland is still being used for production and this 
unspoilt landscape would be lost forever.  
 
The site is also adjacent to a natural landscape of Pyrford 
Common.  
 
This is an asset for the whole of Woking and the urban area 
should not be allowed to encroach into it.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0. In landscape terms, 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. 
 
The key requirements for the site note that there is an opportunity to form pedestrian and cycle 
ways through the development as well as improve provision of and connectivity to existing 
informal and formal recreation space.  
 
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. 
 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

678 Carole Gale GB13 The site has a unique landscape character. It also used to 
provide a publicly accessible footpath.  
 
There are adjacent heritage assets/landscape that would be 
destroyed. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0. In landscape terms, 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The farmland is still being used for production and this 
unspoilt landscape would be lost forever.  
 
The site is also adjacent to a natural landscape of Pyrford 
Common.  
 
This is an asset for the whole of Woking and the urban area 
should not be allowed to encroach into it.  

protecting important views. 
 
The key requirements for the site note that there is an opportunity to form pedestrian and cycle 
ways through the development as well as improve provision of and connectivity to existing 
informal and formal recreation space.  
 
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. 
 
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.  

678 Carole Gale GB12 The Borough has not followed a correct procedure in arriving 
at the field GB12 to be safeguarded for future development 
between 2027 and 2040. 
 
Site noted in GBBR as having very low suitability for removal 
from the Green Belt, serving two critical Green Belt purposes 
and being fundamental to the Green Belt.  
 
Sensitive since this is rising ground of landscape importance 
with extensive views to the North Downs. It also forms a 
green corridor with Pyrford Common and is an important 
element of the setting for Pyrford Court historic house and 
gardens. 

None stated. The approach taken in preparing the Green Belt boundary review has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. In addition, paragraph 4.3.9 of 
the review states that parcel 9, which is adjacent to the existing urban area, is considered to be 
suitable for development. 
 
It is important to note that the Green Belt boundary review is only one evidence document that 
the Council has used in preparing the Site Allocations DPD. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 
Landscape Character Assessment and Strategic Transport Impact Assessment has also been 
used in identifying sites for existing and future development needs.  
 
The representation regarding landscape impacts has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
As noted at 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 

678 Carole Gale GB12 The education and child care provision is already at capacity. 
The same for health care facilities. Further development will 
make matters much worse.  

None stated. The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

678 Carole Gale GB13 The education and child care provision is already at capacity. 
The same for health care facilities. Further development will 
make matters much worse.  

None stated. The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

678 Carole Gale GB13 The Borough has not followed a correct procedure in arriving 
at the field GB12 to be safeguarded for future development 
between 2027 and 2040. 
 
Site noted in GBBR as having very low suitability for removal 
from the Green Belt, serving two critical Green Belt purposes 
and being fundamental to the Green Belt.  

None stated. As noted at 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. 
 
The views of local residents are being considered as part of the Regulation 18 consultation. In 
addition, there is also opportunity to comment at the Regulation 19 consultation as well as the 
Examination in Public.  
 
The approach taken by the Green Belt boundary review has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. In addition, the review is only one evidence 
base document that Council has used in preparing the DPD. The full list can be found in 
Appendix 1 of the DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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678 Carole Gale GB12 There are other government policies in place to deliver more 
homes, including the new London brownfield land database.  
 
New homes in Pyrford would not be affordable due to the 
desirability of the area and high land values.  
 
More sensible to retain the quality of life for people in Pyrford 
and West Byfleet then build more houses here. Other 
brownfield sites should be considered, perhaps not in 
Woking but in other areas of the South East. 
 
Retaining Green Belt that clearly serves the purpose of 
preventing urban sprawl should be the aim of the Council. 
Building on green fields will be to the detriment of all.  

GB12 should 
not be 
‘safeguarded’ 
for future 
development 
but should be 
retained in the 
green belt. 

The Council notes the potential future changes to national planning policy. Registers such as 
the Brownfield land database for London and London Housing Zones are programmes in place 
to meet the housing need of London, not Woking. In Woking, as evidenced by the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment, there is a demand for 594 dwellings per year. Based on the 
constraints of the Borough, it was agreed at the Core Strategy Examination that an average 
annual target of 292 was both achievable and sustainable. The Council is fully committed to 
the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy in order to provide, amongst other things, the 
homes needed by local people.  
 
Woking is a relatively affluent Borough and is placed within the top 20 per cent of wealthiest 
local authorities nationally. However affordability, or the ability for people to get on the property 
ladder, is a key issue. Through the Government's commitment to the delivery of starter homes 
as well as Core Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable Housing, the Council will continue to seek the 
provision of affordable housing throughout the Borough to meet local need. 
 
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. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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 Council notes the comment regarding developing other areas in the South East. As stated 
above, the Council is fully committed to facilitating the delivery of both private and affordable 
housing throughout the Borough to meet the local housing need. By restricting development in 
the Borough it would further increase the level of housing demand in the Borough, have a 
negative impact on affordability and be against national planning policy and the governments 
commitment to national house building.  
 
The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. None 
of the proposed allocations will lead to unacceptable urban sprawl. 
 
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 

678 Carole Gale GB13 There are other government policies in place to deliver more 
homes, including the new London brownfield land database.  
 
New homes in Pyrford would not be affordable due to the 
desirability of the area and high land values.  
 
More sensible to retain the quality of life for people in Pyrford 
and West Byfleet then build more houses here. Other 
brownfield sites should be considered, perhaps not in 
Woking but in other areas of the South East. 
 
Retaining Green Belt that clearly serves the purpose of 
preventing urban sprawl should be the aim of the Council. 
Building on green fields will be to the detriment of all.  

GB13 should 
not be 
‘safeguarded’ 
for future 
development 
but should be 
retained in the 
green belt. 

The Council notes the potential future changes to national planning policy. Registers such as 
the Brownfield land database for London and London Housing Zones are programmes in place 
to meet the housing need of London, not Woking. In Woking, as evidenced by the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment, there is a demand for 594 dwellings per year. Based on the 
constraints of the Borough, it was agreed at the Core Strategy Examination that an average 
annual target of 292 was both achievable and sustainable. The Council is fully committed to 
the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy in order to provide, amongst other things, the 
homes needed by local people.  
 
Woking is a relatively affluent Borough and is placed within the top 20 per cent of wealthiest 
local authorities nationally. However affordability, or the ability for people to get on the property 
ladder, is a key issue. Through the Government's commitment to the delivery of starter homes 
as well as Core Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable Housing, the Council will continue to seek the 
provision of affordable housing throughout the Borough to meet local need. 
 
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. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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 Council notes the comment regarding developing other areas in the South East. As stated 
above, the Council is fully committed to facilitating the delivery of both private and affordable 
housing throughout the Borough to meet the local housing need. By restricting development in 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the Borough it would further increase the level of housing demand in the Borough, have a 
negative impact on affordability and be against national planning policy and the governments 
commitment to national house building.  
 
The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. None 
of the proposed allocations will lead to unacceptable urban sprawl. 
 
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. 

678 Carole Gale GB13 The South East is an area of high water stress and the 
sewage systems are only adequate until 2026. There is no 
evidence to show that the systems will cope with additional 
demand. It is irresponsible to build houses without this 
knowledge. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

678 Carole Gale GB12 The South East is an area of high water stress and the 
sewage systems are only adequate until 2026. There is no 
evidence to show that the systems will cope with additional 
demand. It is irresponsible to build houses without this 
knowledge. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 This provides Woking's remaining agricultural land. Pyrford 
has a long history of farming. It would provide food security 
for the future. The GBBR did not take this into account.  

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. 
 
It is incorrect that the Green Belt boundary review did not take into account agricultural land 
classification. This assessment was part of Stage 2 of the site selection process. In addition it 
was also considered by the Council during the preparation of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 This provides Woking's remaining agricultural land. Pyrford 
has a long history of farming. It would provide food security 
for the future. The GBBR did not take this into account.  

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. 
 
It is incorrect that the Green Belt boundary review did not take into account agricultural land 
classification. This assessment was part of Stage 2 of the site selection process. In addition it 
was also considered by the Council during the preparation of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 Air quality has not been considered even though it has a 
significant impact on health and wildlife. 

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 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. 
 
Regarding the impact of air pollution and the proposed developments on wildlife, during the 
preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and 
Natural England. 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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679 Ivan Gale GB13 Air quality has not been considered even though it has a 
significant impact on health and wildlife. 

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 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. 
 
Regarding the impact of air pollution and the proposed developments on wildlife, during the 
preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and 
Natural England. 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 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 Farmland birds were commonly seen on the site and could 
return if farmland practices were to change. It would also 
improve wider biodiversity. If developed, this would not be 
able to take place. 

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. 
 
 
The draft allocation notes within the key requirements that biodiversity improvements must be 
introduced to the scheme, including wildlife features and corridors. The key requirements also 
note that mature trees and existing vegetation should be retained as well as take opportunities 
to make positive contributions towards biodiversity through the creation of alternative green 
spaces, retention/enhancement of any features of nature conservation value on-site, and 
creation of linkages with the Green Infrastructure network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 Farmland birds were commonly seen on the site and could 
return if farmland practices were to change. It would also 
improve wider biodiversity. If developed, this would not be 
able to take place. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 draft allocation notes within the key requirements that biodiversity improvements must be 
introduced to the scheme, including wildlife features and corridors. The key requirements also 
note that mature trees and existing vegetation should be retained as well as take opportunities 
to make positive contributions towards biodiversity through the creation of alternative green 
spaces, retention/enhancement of any features of nature conservation value on-site, and 
creation of linkages with the Green Infrastructure network. 

679 Ivan Gale GB15 I object to removal of West Hall from the Green Belt in order 
to build houses. This is because it serves clear Green Belt 
purposes.  

None stated. The Green Belt Boundary review states that the site does serve some of the purposes of 
Green Belt, as defined by the NPPF. In order to mitigate any adverse impacts the proposal 
would need to be sensitively designed to create a strong landscape edge to the settlement as 
well as provide significant amounts of green infrastructure to maintain the effective separation 
between Byfleet and West Byfleet. It would also need to reduce the visual impacts on heritage 
assets and other valued features.  
 
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 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 The traffic in the local area is already extremely bad, and the 
proposed development, including that at West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, will make matters much worse.  
 
The traffic study undertaken does not take any development 
at Wisley Airfield into account.  

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, taking into account developments within and outside of the Borough. 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 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The junctions in Pyrford, Woking Road and Coldharbour 
Road are expected to see the greatest traffic increase based 
on the Strategic Transport Assessment.  
 
 The traffic in the local area is already extremely bad, and the 
proposed development, including that at West Byfleet and 
Byfleet, will make matters much worse.  
 
The traffic study undertaken does not take any development 
at Wisley Airfield into account.  

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 

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, taking into account developments within and outside of the Borough. 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. 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 It is important to recognise that this area is a very important 
community asset. It is used as parking for the Flower Show 
and without this facility the Flower Show could not take 
place. It is also used by the Scouts and Guides and has long 
been regarded by the community as an asset which could be 
developed for use as a recreational facility. 
 
It should be clearly recognised that only a small part of 
Parcel 9 was selected and this on grounds of sustainability 
by the Brett report, not suitability for removal from the Green 
Belt. On sustainability grounds, however, the parcel 
performed only moderately being further from the train 
station than many green sites.  
 
NPPF seeks to protect the Green Belt. 
 
The site has little/no capacity for change in landscape terms 
in the GBBR. 
 
The inclusion of this site in the DPD would go against the 
NPPF, the GBBR, the Core Strategy. 

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. 
 
The Council's evidence base for the Site Allocations DPD is clearly set out in Appendix 1 of the 
DPD. This includes a Landscape Character Assessment. The Council's response to the impact 
of the site allocations on landscape character has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council's approach to 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 2.0. 
The Council considers its approach to be consistent with National Planning Policy (NPPF) as 
well as the Development Plan for the area, including Core Strategy Policy CS1. 
 
As noted at 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 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The NPPF expects Green Belt land to be retained.  
 
The GGBR states that the area has no or low capacity to 
accommodate change, and is a reflection of the exposed 
nature of the parcel.  
 
The allocation of the site goes against CS1. 

None stated. The principle of Green Belt development and whether the Council's approach is consistent with 
the NPPF is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. 
 
The Council 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 Council's evidence base for the Site Allocations DPD is clearly set out in Appendix 1 of the 
DPD. This includes a Landscape Character Assessment. The Council's response to the impact 
of the site allocations on landscape character has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council considers its approach to be consistent with National Planning Policy (NPPF) as 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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well as the Development Plan for the area, including Core Strategy Policy CS1. 
 
As noted at 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. 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The site was not selected in the GBBR but added to act as a 
cushion in case of shortfall from other site. This is against 
advice of the DCLG - Unmet housing need (including for 
traveller sites) is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt and other harm to constitute the “very special 
circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site 
within the Green Belt’. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB15 It would also have the same impact on traffic and health 
services referred to above. 

None stated. The representation regarding 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 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 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 The site has a unique landscape character. It also used to 
provide a publicly accessible footpath.  
 
There are adjacent heritage assets/landscape that would be 
destroyed. 
 
The farmland is still being used for production and this 
unspoilt landscape would be lost forever.  
 
The site is also adjacent to a natural landscape of Pyrford 
Common.  
 
This is an asset for the whole of Woking and the urban area 
should not be allowed to encroach into it.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0. In landscape terms, 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. 
 
The key requirements for the site note that there is an opportunity to form pedestrian and cycle 
ways through the development as well as improve provision of and connectivity to existing 
informal and formal recreation space.  
 
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. 
 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The site has a unique landscape character. It also used to 
provide a publicly accessible footpath.  
 
There are adjacent heritage assets/landscape that would be 
destroyed. 
 
The farmland is still being used for production and this 
unspoilt landscape would be lost forever.  
 
The site is also adjacent to a natural landscape of Pyrford 
Common.  
 
This is an asset for the whole of Woking and the urban area 
should not be allowed to encroach into it.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0. In landscape terms, 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. 
 
The key requirements for the site note that there is an opportunity to form pedestrian and cycle 
ways through the development as well as improve provision of and connectivity to existing 
informal and formal recreation space.  
 
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. 
 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 The Borough has not followed a correct procedure in arriving 
at the field GB12 to be safeguarded for future development 
between 2027 and 2040. 
 

None stated. The approach taken in preparing the Green Belt boundary review has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. In addition, paragraph 4.3.9 of 
the review states that parcel 9, which is adjacent to the existing urban area, is considered to be 
suitable for development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Site noted in GBBR as having very low suitability for removal 
from the Green Belt, serving two critical Green Belt purposes 
and being fundamental to the Green Belt.  
 
Sensitive since this is rising ground of landscape importance 
with extensive views to the North Downs. It also forms a 
green corridor with Pyrford Common and is an important 
element of the setting for Pyrford Court historic house and 
gardens. 

 
It is important to note that the Green Belt boundary review is only one evidence document that 
the Council has used in preparing the Site Allocations DPD. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 
Landscape Character Assessment and Strategic Transport Impact Assessment has also been 
used in identifying sites for existing and future development needs.  
 
The representation regarding landscape impacts has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
As noted at 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.  

679 Ivan Gale GB12 The education and child care provision is already at capacity. 
The same for health care facilities. Further development will 
make matters much worse.  

None stated. The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The education and child care provision is already at capacity. 
The same for health care facilities. Further development will 
make matters much worse.  

None stated. The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The Borough has not followed a correct procedure in arriving 
at the field GB12 to be safeguarded for future development 
between 2027 and 2040. 
 
Site noted in GBBR as having very low suitability for removal 
from the Green Belt, serving two critical Green Belt purposes 
and being fundamental to the Green Belt.  

None stated. As noted at 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. 
 
The views of local residents are being considered as part of the Regulation 18 consultation. In 
addition, there is also opportunity to comment at the Regulation 19 consultation as well as the 
Examination in Public.  
 
The approach taken by the Green Belt boundary review has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. In addition, the review is only one evidence 
base document that Council has used in preparing the DPD. The full list can be found in 
Appendix 1 of the DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

679 Ivan Gale GB12 There are other government policies in place to deliver more 
homes, including the new London brownfield land database.  
 
New homes in Pyrford would not be affordable due to the 
desirability of the area and high land values.  
 
More sensible to retain the quality of life for people in Pyrford 
and West Byfleet then build more houses here. Other 
brownfield sites should be considered, perhaps not in 
Woking but in other areas of the South East. 
 
Retaining Green Belt that clearly serves the purpose of 
preventing urban sprawl should be the aim of the Council. 
Building on green fields will be to the detriment of all.  

GB12 should 
not be 
‘safeguarded’ 
for future 
development 
but should be 
retained in the 
green belt. 

The Council notes the potential future changes to national planning policy. Registers such as 
the Brownfield land database for London and London Housing Zones are programmes in place 
to meet the housing need of London, not Woking. In Woking, as evidenced by the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment, there is a demand for 594 dwellings per year. Based on the 
constraints of the Borough, it was agreed at the Core Strategy Examination that an average 
annual target of 292 was both achievable and sustainable. The Council is fully committed to 
the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy in order to provide, amongst other things, the 
homes needed by local people.  
 
Woking is a relatively affluent Borough and is placed within the top 20 per cent of wealthiest 
local authorities nationally. However affordability, or the ability for people to get on the property 
ladder, is a key issue. Through the Government's commitment to the delivery of starter homes 
as well as Core Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable Housing, the Council will continue to seek the 
provision of affordable housing throughout the Borough to meet local need. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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 Council notes the comment regarding developing other areas in the South East. As stated 
above, the Council is fully committed to facilitating the delivery of both private and affordable 
housing throughout the Borough to meet the local housing need. By restricting development in 
the Borough it would further increase the level of housing demand in the Borough, have a 
negative impact on affordability and be against national planning policy and the governments 
commitment to national house building.  
 
The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. None 
of the proposed allocations will lead to unacceptable urban sprawl. 
 
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. 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 There are other government policies in place to deliver more 
homes, including the new London brownfield land database.  
 
New homes in Pyrford would not be affordable due to the 
desirability of the area and high land values.  
 
More sensible to retain the quality of life for people in Pyrford 
and West Byfleet then build more houses here. Other 
brownfield sites should be considered, perhaps not in 
Woking but in other areas of the South East. 
 
Retaining Green Belt that clearly serves the purpose of 
preventing urban sprawl should be the aim of the Council. 
Building on green fields will be to the detriment of all.  

GB13 should 
not be 
‘safeguarded’ 
for future 
development 
but should be 
retained in the 
green belt. 

The Council notes the potential future changes to national planning policy. Registers such as 
the Brownfield land database for London and London Housing Zones are programmes in place 
to meet the housing need of London, not Woking. In Woking, as evidenced by the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment, there is a demand for 594 dwellings per year. Based on the 
constraints of the Borough, it was agreed at the Core Strategy Examination that an average 
annual target of 292 was both achievable and sustainable. The Council is fully committed to 
the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy in order to provide, amongst other things, the 
homes needed by local people.  
 
Woking is a relatively affluent Borough and is placed within the top 20 per cent of wealthiest 
local authorities nationally. However affordability, or the ability for people to get on the property 
ladder, is a key issue. Through the Government's commitment to the delivery of starter homes 
as well as Core Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable Housing, the Council will continue to seek the 
provision of affordable housing throughout the Borough to meet local need. 
 
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. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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 Council notes the comment regarding developing other areas in the South East. As stated 
above, the Council is fully committed to facilitating the delivery of both private and affordable 
housing throughout the Borough to meet the local housing need. By restricting development in 
the Borough it would further increase the level of housing demand in the Borough, have a 
negative impact on affordability and be against national planning policy and the governments 
commitment to national house building.  
 
The Green Belt boundary review assessed the parcels of Green Belt land against the purposes 
of the Green Belt, one of which is to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas. None 
of the proposed allocations will lead to unacceptable urban sprawl. 
 
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 

679 Ivan Gale GB13 The South East is an area of high water stress and the 
sewage systems are only adequate until 2026. There is no 
evidence to show that the systems will cope with additional 
demand. It is irresponsible to build houses without this 
knowledge. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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679 Ivan Gale GB12 The South East is an area of high water stress and the 
sewage systems are only adequate until 2026. There is no 
evidence to show that the systems will cope with additional 
demand. It is irresponsible to build houses without this 
knowledge. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 Object to proposals. WBC have ignored two letters from PNF 
raising concerns about the GBBR. However the Council took 
the decision to publish the DPD even with the concerns 
raised. 

None stated. Whilst this has been dealt with in  the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 6.0. 
Representations submitted by Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum can be found under Representor 
ID 573 and Representations submitted by LDA Design on behalf of Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum can be found under Representor ID 19. 
You are correct that Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum had posed some questions to the Council's 
Executive meeting on 4 June 2015. However it should be noted that responses to the 
questions were provided at the same meeting and these were minuted.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 Object to proposals. WBC have ignored two letters from PNF 
raising concerns about the GBBR. However the Council took 
the decision to publish the DPD even with the concerns 
raised. 

None stated. Whilst this has been dealt with in  the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 6.0. 
Representations submitted by Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum can be found under Representor 
ID 573 and Representations submitted by LDA Design on behalf of Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum can be found under Representor ID 19. 
You are correct that Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum had posed some questions to the Council's 
Executive meeting on 4 June 2015. However it should be noted that responses to the 
questions were provided at the same meeting and these were minuted.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 The character and identity of the village will be lost if the 
proposals go ahead. Please reconsider 

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). 
 
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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 The character and identity of the village will be lost if the 
proposals go ahead. Please reconsider 

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). 
 
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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 Further impact studies should be considered e.g. Ecological 
Impact, Water and Sewerage impact, other Infrastructure 
impacts 

Undertake 
further impact 
studies, 
including 
ecological, 
Water, 
Sewerage etc. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.9 and 3.10. 
 
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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 Further impact studies should be considered e.g. Ecological 
Impact, Water and Sewerage impact, other Infrastructure 
impacts 

Undertake 
further impact 
studies, 
including 
ecological, 
Water, 
Sewerage etc. 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.9 and 3.10. 
 
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 

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

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 The pleasant and safe environment in Pyrford are reasons 
why people live here. Once lost it cannot be easily recreated 

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. 
 
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.   
 
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. 
 
The Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design, the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD include robust policies and guidance to make 
sure that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites achieves a 
satisfactory relationship to adjoining properties and the surrounding area, avoiding any 
significant harmful impact to the environment and general amenity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 The pleasant and safe environment in Pyrford are reasons 
why people live here. Once lost it cannot be easily recreated 

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). 
 
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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 There is already significant congestion in and around 
Pyrford, particularly during peak periods when it becomes 
gridlocked. The proposed development in the area will 
exacerbate problems 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 
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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1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 There is already significant congestion in and around 
Pyrford, particularly during peak periods when it becomes 
gridlocked. The proposed development in the area will 
exacerbate problems 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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 Pyrford has a unique character and well maintained historic 
assets. The proposals for Pyrford will threaten the setting of 
heritage assets in the vicinity 

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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 Pyrford has a unique character and well maintained historic 
assets. The proposals for Pyrford will threaten the setting of 
heritage assets in the vicinity 

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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 Pyrford has a unique character and relatively unspoilt. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0 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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 Pyrford has a unique character and relatively unspoilt. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0 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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 School provision is a concern, the development proposals 
will create a massive need that can not be accommodated.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 School provision is a concern, the development proposals 
will create a massive need that can not be accommodated.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 The character and charm of Pyrford's landscapes are 
important to its residents. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0 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 
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1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 The character and charm of Pyrford's landscapes are 
important to its residents. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0 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 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB12 WBC have substantially departed from the PNF independent 
advisers recommendations concerning Pyrford which is not 
acceptable. 

None stated. Responses to the representations submitted by LDA Design on behalf of Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum can be found under Representor ID 19.  
 
Please also see representations submitted by Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum under 
Representor ID 573 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1282 Joanne Gallagher GB13 WBC have substantially departed from the PNF independent 
advisers recommendations concerning Pyrford which is not 
acceptable. 

None stated. Responses to the representations submitted by LDA Design on behalf of Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum can be found under Representor ID 19.  
 
Please also see representations submitted by Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum under 
Representor ID 573 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

259 D Gallo 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 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

259 D Gallo 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 

1171 Sally Gardiner GB12 I object to this very ill conceived plan. There is insufficient 
infrastructure to support such a development. Roads are 
narrow and already busy. The additional traffic would create 
a dangerous bottleneck with the already congested Ripley 
High Street. 

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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1171 Sally Gardiner GB13 I object to this very ill conceived plan. There is insufficient 
infrastructure to support such a development. Roads are 
narrow and already busy. The additional traffic would create 
a dangerous bottleneck with the already congested Ripley 
High Street. 

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 

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

1171 Sally Gardiner GB12 There are an inadequate school, medical, dental, care 
facilities already. 

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 
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 

1171 Sally Gardiner GB13 There are an inadequate school, medical, dental, care 
facilities already. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1171 Sally Gardiner GB12 This would depreciate the area significantly. It is a green 
lung, enabling residents to get away from the built up areas 
and enjoy Walking, running, playing, etc.  

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 

1171 Sally Gardiner GB13 This would depreciate the area significantly. It is a green 
lung, enabling residents to get away from the built up areas 
and enjoy Walking, running, playing, etc.  

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 

1171 Sally Gardiner GB13 Woking Borough Council will spoil Woking and it's 
environment. Whilst appreciating the need to find additional 
accommodation, this must be done with due care to existing 
houses and facilities or people will not want to live here.  

None stated. The Council has taken significant care to make sure that the proposals does not undermine the 
overall purpose of the Green Belt. 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 
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1171 Sally Gardiner GB12 Woking Borough Council will spoil Woking and it's 
environment. Whilst appreciating the need to find additional 
accommodation, this must be done with due care to existing 
houses and facilities or people will not want to live here.  

None stated. The Council will take care to make sure that any development is of high quality standard and 
well integrated in the general character of the area. 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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner GB8 Archaeology (suggested field nearest to Hillside has possible 
value) 

None stated. As set out in the key requirements for the site in the draft DPD, the site features an Area of 
High Archaeological Potential in the north of the site. To ensure full information about heritage 
and archaeology informs its development, the developer will need to undertake an 
archaeological investigation and submit full details of this to the LPA in accordance with Core 
Strategy Policy CS20.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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.  
 
Nevertheless the Council has robust policies in place that mitigate the impact of noise pollution 
on the environment and general amenity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1636 Hellen Gardiner GB8 Increased Volume of Traffic would affect the environment None stated. The Council agrees that an increase in traffic can have a negative impact on the natural 
environment. One of the objectives of the Woking Core Strategy is to provide an integrated 
transport system that provide easy access to jobs, community facilities and green infrastructure 
by all modes, in particular sustainable modes of transport. The Site Allocations DPD proposes 
over 50 sites within the existing urban area that offer good accessibility to these services. The 
proposed sites in the Green Belt, including the safeguarded sites for development post 2027, 
are located adjacent to the existing urban areas where there is good access to services and 
facilities. The sites also offer the opportunity to improve foot and cycle paths to create a wider 
integrated network. It is considered by the Council that the sites identified for development are 
the most sustainable in terms of location and access to existing and proposed facilities. The 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) sets out more information on this and is available on the Council's 
website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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 

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. 
 
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. 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner GB8 Objecting to the release of Green Belt as it protects the 
countryside and wildlife, and is important to help keep the 
correct balance for 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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner GB8 Suggests exploring other possible Brownfield sites as per 
Government Directives. Aware that representations received 
will be made public. 

Explore other 
possible 
brownfield 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

27 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

sites accessible both online and at Civic Offices. 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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. 
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 

1636 Hellen Gardiner 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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB12 4. Object to damage to views from hill top and to the North 
Downs 
 
 
 
5. Object to loss of views from Aviary Road properties into 
field facing Sandy Lane. This will significantly impact 
property values, residents' well-being during construction, 
and increase general noise and congestion. 

None stated. The Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management Policies DPD contain robust 
policies to control pollution including noise as a result of development. Examples are Policies 
DM5, DM6 and DM7 of the Development Management Policies DPD. The general approach to 
traffic and infrastructure provision are comprehensively addressed 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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB13 4. Object to damage to views from hill top and to the North 
Downs 
 
 
 
5. Object to loss of views from Aviary Road properties into 
field facing Sandy Lane. This will significantly impact 
property values, residents' well-being during construction, 
and increase general noise and congestion. 

None stated. The Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management Policies DPD contain robust 
policies to control pollution including noise as a result of development. Examples are Policies 
DM5, DM6 and DM7 of the Development Management Policies DPD. The general approach to 
traffic and infrastructure provision are comprehensively addressed 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 

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

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB12 6. Infrastructure will be unable to cope with increased 
demand - health facilities (already under resourced), general 
amenities, school.  

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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB13 6. Infrastructure will be unable to cope with increased 
demand - health facilities (already under resourced), general 
amenities, school.  

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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB12  
7. Important to maintain the rural areas between villages 
such as these fields for wildlife, plant species and crop 
growing. 

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 and Natural Woking (biodiversity and green infrastructure 
strategy). 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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB13  
7. Important to maintain the rural areas between villages 
such as these fields for wildlife, plant species and crop 
growing. 

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. 

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 and Natural Woking (biodiversity and green infrastructure 
strategy). 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.  

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB12 Fundamentally Pyrford's village status is threatened because 
the Council is unwilling to use local brownfield sites or find 
suitable greenfield sites that are not already attached to local 
amenities. Unacceptable to just decide to use Green Belt 
because it suits the Council. Do the right thing and do not 
expand. 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB13 Fundamentally Pyrford's village status is threatened because 
the Council is unwilling to use local brownfield sites or find 
suitable greenfield sites that are not already attached to local 
amenities. Unacceptable to just decide to use Green Belt 
because it suits the Council. Do the right thing and do not 
expand. 

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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB12 I object to plans to use Green Belt to build up to 400 homes, 
on the grounds of  
 
1. Pyrford is a small rural village. The road infrastructure 
(Upshot Lane) cannot sustain a huge increase in traffic at 
peak times. There will be a large increase in traffic attending 
the school in Cold Harbour Lane. 
 
 
 
2. The junction of Upshot Lane, Pyrford Common Road and 
Church Hill will become over congested, with more 
accidents. 
 
3. Increased traffic into Pyrford Common Road and Church 
Hill will cause problems at the junction with Old Woking Road 
and Newark Lane, Ripley (where the carriageway crosses 
the canal this could not be expanded).  

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 

1098 David 
Sarah 

Gardner GB13 I object to plans to use Green Belt to build up to 400 homes, 
on the grounds of  
 
1. Pyrford is a small rural village. The road infrastructure 
(Upshot Lane) cannot sustain a huge increase in traffic at 
peak times. There will be a large increase in traffic attending 
the school in Cold Harbour Lane. 
 
 
 
2. The junction of Upshot Lane, Pyrford Common Road and 
Church Hill will become over congested, with more 
accidents. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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3. Increased traffic into Pyrford Common Road and Church 
Hill will cause problems at the junction with Old Woking Road 
and Newark Lane, Ripley (where the carriageway crosses 
the canal this could not be expanded).  

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. 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1664 Kevin Garess 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess GB7 Object to the 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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB8 Strongly object to the proposed leisure centre, running track 
and other facilities. These are inappropriate development 
within a residential area and do not meet the Council’s own 
stated 800m separation policy.  

None stated. 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. 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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB8 Strongly object. 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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB9 Strongly object. 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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB10 Strongly object. 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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1664 Kevin Garess GB11 Strongly object. 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 
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 
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1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

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). 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

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). 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess General 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB8 The additional visits per week will have negative impact on 
an already overloaded road network whilst the public 
transport in the area is dire. 

None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision 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.  

1664 Kevin Garess GB8 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB9 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB10 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB11 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB8 The hours of operation will have a major impact on residents 
and surrounding local area. It is inappropriate and shows a 
clear lack of transparency on behalf of the Council. 

None stated. 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 Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the 
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions 
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The 
Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1664 Kevin Garess 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB9 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

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.  

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1664 Kevin Garess GB9 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

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

1664 Kevin Garess 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 
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1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 
and heritage assets. 

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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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.  

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 

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 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.  

1664 Kevin Garess GB8 Accept that the proposed secondary school represents a 
special circumstance for development in the Green Belt, and 
I support the mitigation measures noted for the school. 

None stated. Support for the principle of a secondary school on the site, combined with suitable mitigation 
measures, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1664 Kevin Garess 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

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

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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 

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

1670 Jack T Garland GB7 Object to the 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB8 Strongly object to the proposed leisure centre, running track 
and other facilities. These are inappropriate development 
within a residential area and do not meet the Council’s own 
stated 800m separation policy.  

None stated. 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. 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB8 Strongly object. 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB9 Strongly object. 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB10 Strongly object. 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB11 Strongly object. 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes "Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance" and therefore 

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 
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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.  

 
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. 

of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 
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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 
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1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

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). 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Monitoring (SAMM). 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland General 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB8 The additional visits per week will have negative impact on 
an already overloaded road network whilst the public 
transport in the area is dire. 

None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate 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. 
 
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB8 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB9 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB10 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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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1670 Jack T Garland GB11 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB8 The hours of operation will have a major impact on residents 
and surrounding local area. It is inappropriate and shows a 
clear lack of transparency on behalf of the Council. 

None stated. 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 Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the 
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions 
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The 
Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

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 
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either side of the school later on. 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB9 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

50 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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.  

1670 Jack T Garland GB9 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

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

1670 Jack T Garland 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

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 

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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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. 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 
and heritage assets. 

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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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.  

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 

1670 Jack T Garland GB8 Accept that the proposed secondary school represents a 
special circumstance for development in the Green Belt, and 
I support the mitigation measures noted for the school. 

None stated. Support for the principle of a secondary school on the site, combined with suitable mitigation 
measures, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 
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1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1670 Jack T Garland 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 

1342 Sharron Garman UA32 Residents of Sheerwater. Concerned what will happen to 
their property as a result of Sheerwater Regeneration.  
The proposals would destroy existing homes and upset the 
residents.  

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1342 Sharron Garman UA32 Does not consider Sheerwater to be a deteriorating estate. 
There is good access to local services/facilities, sufficient 
green space and public transport. Why do existing residents 
have to give this up? 

None stated. 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 

8 Phil Garvey GB7 Totally disproportionate to the requirements of the area, 
there are already two large traveller sites on Burdenshot 
Road. 

None stated. The allocation is specifically to meet locally identified need. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

8 Phil Garvey GB8 The new school is going to cause untold chaos on the Egley 
Road. If the school must go ahead it is imperative to protect 
the remaining Green Belt between Woking and Guildford. 

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 Topic Paper. 
See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

8 Phil Garvey GB9 Need this as Green Belt to keep Woking and Guildford 
separate. 

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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

8 Phil Garvey GB10 A fabulous parcel of land used by many for recreational 
walks, please don’t ruin it. 

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 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

8 Phil Garvey GB11 Please safeguard this land and keep it in 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB12 Pyrford used to be quiet village which has got busier 
throughout the years.  
The existing local infrastructure can not cope with the level of 
growth proposed. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 paragraph 3.8.  
 
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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The Council will continue to consult with the emergency services to ensure any concerns 
relating to provision are addressed.  

1346 Simon Gaskin GB13 Pyrford used to be quiet village which has got busier 
throughout the years.  
The existing local infrastructure can not cope with the level of 
growth proposed. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 paragraph 3.8.  
 
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 will continue to consult with the emergency services to ensure any concerns 
relating to provision are addressed.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB12 The purpose of the GB is to protect village life, the 
countryside, flora, fauna, and natural environment and to 
prevent urban sprawl and over development. The proposals 
are contrary to this 

None stated. The Council has comprehensively explained why some areas of the Green Belt land will be 
required to be released to meet the housing need for the borough. This is set out in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
A Green Belt Boundary Review has been carried out to inform the DPD, see the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, Section 10.0 and Section 17.0.  
 
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 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB13 The purpose of the GB is to protect village life, the 
countryside, flora, fauna, and natural environment and to 
prevent urban sprawl and over development. The proposals 
are contrary to this 

None stated. The Council has comprehensively explained why some areas of the Green Belt land will be 
required to be released to meet the housing need for the borough. This is set out in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
A Green Belt Boundary Review has been carried out to inform the DPD, see the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, Section 10.0 and Section 17.0.  
 
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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1346 Simon Gaskin GB12 The local utilities infrastructure cannot cope with the level of 
growth proposed. 

None stated. Infrastructure has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, particularly 3.9-3.10. In addition, the Council will continue to consult 
with utility providers in preparing the DPD and during the planning application process.  
 
With regards to road infrastructure please also see Section 20.0 and 24.0 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. With regards to drainage please also see Section 5.0, 
particularly paragraph 5.5. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB13 The local utilities infrastructure cannot cope with the level of 
growth proposed. 

None stated. Infrastructure has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0, particularly 3.9-3.10. In addition, the Council will continue to consult 
with utility providers in preparing the DPD and during the planning application process.  
 
With regards to road infrastructure please also see Section 20.0 and 24.0 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. With regards to drainage please also see Section 5.0, 
particularly paragraph 5.5. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB12 There is too much traffic already 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 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB13 There is too much traffic already 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 

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. 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB12 WBC should be seeking to protect Pyrford and improve 
existing infrastructure and amenities for the existing 
community, not to make it worse. 

None stated. The Council has comprehensively explained why some areas of the Green Belt land will be 
required to be released to meet the housing need for the borough. This is set out in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
It is important to highlight that contributions collected for infrastructure from development 
proposals are not sought to address existing deficiencies but to mitigate the impact  from 
proposals. Please see the Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1346 Simon Gaskin GB13 WBC should be seeking to protect Pyrford and improve 
existing infrastructure and amenities for the existing 
community, not to make it worse. 

None stated. The Council has comprehensively explained why some areas of the Green Belt land will be 
required to be released to meet the housing need for the borough. This is set out in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
It is important to highlight that contributions collected for infrastructure from development 
proposals are not sought to address existing deficiencies but to mitigate the impact  from 
proposals. Please see the Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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.  
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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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.  
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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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.  
Mayford Village Society are pursuing the inclusion of Prey 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Heath and Smarts Heath to SPA. 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.  

1327 M.J. Gates 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.  
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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB7 An increase in Traveller pitches will reduce the visual 
amenity of the area and increase risk to wildlife on the 
adjoining SSSI 

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.  

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

1327 M.J. Gates GB7 A sequential approach should have been applied (urban 
areas before the GB). Questions the validity of the approach 
taken to identifying the sites.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. It is only considered 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  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. It is only considered 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  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. It is only considered 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  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. It is only considered 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  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 Does not understand how a planning application has come 
forward on the site before the Site Allocation DPD has been 
adopted.  
The NPPF states that sites can only be removed from the 
GB under special circumstances and as part of the Local 
Plan. The Council is ignoring this requirement 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper see Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9.  
 
There is no planning instrument to prevent applicants from submitting a proposal at any point. 
Planning proposals will be determined against the policies relevant at the time. Although the 
draft Site Allocation had been published for Regulation 18 public consultation and could be 
material consideration, limited weight was given to it. 
 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB7 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. A dispersed approach 
would be more appropriate 

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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 Objects to building a new school to accommodate children 
from new sites GB9,10,11. Believes that the development of 
a school would improve the chances of development on 
other Mayford sites and/or provides a justification for bringing 
forward sites in advance of 2027 if delivery of other sites are 
slow.  

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.    
 
Please also see 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 Objects to building a new school to accommodate children 
from new sites GB9,10,11. Believes that the development of 
a school would improve the chances of development on 
other Mayford sites and/or provides a justification for bringing 
forward sites in advance of 2027 if delivery of other sites are 
slow.  

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.    
 
Please also see 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 
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1327 M.J. Gates GB10 Objects to building a new school to accommodate children 
from new sites GB9,10,11. Believes that the development of 
a school would improve the chances of development on 
other Mayford sites and/or provides a justification for bringing 
forward sites in advance of 2027 if delivery of other sites are 
slow.  

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.    
 
Please also see 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 Objects to building a new school to accommodate children 
from new sites GB9,10,11. Believes that the development of 
a school would improve the chances of development on 
other Mayford sites and/or provides a justification for bringing 
forward sites in advance of 2027 if delivery of other sites are 
slow.  

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.    
 
Please also see 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 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. 
The proposal is inappropriate and represents a lack of 
transparency from the Council 

None stated. Planning permission has been granted for a new secondary school and leisure centre at the 
site. The issues raised will have been considered and addressed as part of the planning 
application and can be viewed in the Officer's Report for the application. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 
The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents whom chose to live in this environment. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, Section 19.0, Section 7.0 and 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. 
 
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.  
 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 
The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents whom chose to live in this environment. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, Section 19.0, Section 7.0 and 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. 
 
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.  

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

1327 M.J. Gates 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 
keeping the areas separate. 
The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents whom chose to live in this environment. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, Section 19.0, Section 7.0 and 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. 
 
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.  
 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 
The character of the unique and historic village will be 
destroyed.  
The proposals create a have a disproportionate impact on 
Mayford residents whom chose to live in this environment. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, Section 19.0, Section 7.0 and 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. 
 
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.  
 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

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

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted in line with NE7 and CS24. 
A Landscape Character Assessment has not 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted in line with NE7 and CS24. 
A Landscape Character Assessment has not 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted in line with NE7 and CS24. 
A Landscape Character Assessment has not 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 The site includes an escarpment and rising ground and 
should be discounted in line with NE7 and CS24. 
A Landscape Character Assessment has not 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 
Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 
The route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible. 
The three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  
additional services in Worplesdon will add to congestion 

None stated. Whilst 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 is aware of public transport deficiencies. 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 unlit 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 
Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 
The route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible. 
The three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  
additional services in Worplesdon will add to congestion 

None stated. Whilst 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 is aware of public transport deficiencies. 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 unlit 
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. 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 
Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 
The route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible. 
The three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  
additional services in Worplesdon will add to congestion 

None stated. Whilst 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 is aware of public transport deficiencies. 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 unlit 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 The road network in Mayford is inadequate-narrow, unlit, few 
pedestrian footpaths, congested at rush hour. The proposed 
development will exacerbate traffic problems. 
Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
service 
The route towards Worplesdon Station is inaccessible. 
The three single lane bridges in the area are inadequate to 
accommodate the additional traffic.  
additional services in Worplesdon will add to congestion 

None stated. Whilst 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 is aware of public transport deficiencies. 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 unlit 
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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 
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1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  

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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  

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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  

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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 
SSSI.  

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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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.  

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.  

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 

of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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, 3.0,  11.0, 9.0 and 
23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 

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 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, 3.0,  11.0, 9.0 and 
23.0 

1327 M.J. Gates 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, 3.0,  11.0, 9.0 and 
23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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 
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, 3.0,  11.0, 9.0 and 
23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. The roads are inadequate, narrow and with pinch 
points at railway bridges.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. Whilst 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 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 

None stated. Whilst 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned. The roads are inadequate, narrow and with pinch 
points at railway bridges.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

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 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. 

of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. The roads are inadequate, narrow and with pinch 
points at railway bridges.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. Whilst 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 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 

1327 M.J. Gates 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. The roads are inadequate, narrow and with pinch 
points at railway bridges.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. Whilst 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 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 With less than two miles between Mayford and Slyfield there 
is a high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford. 
The proposals here will see the natural growth towards 
Guildford. 
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. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 With less than two miles between Mayford and Slyfield there 
is a high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford. 
The proposals here will see the natural growth towards 
Guildford. 
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. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 With less than two miles between Mayford and Slyfield there 
is a high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford. 
The proposals here will see the natural growth towards 

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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Guildford. 
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.  

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. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

1327 M.J. Gates GB11 With less than two miles between Mayford and Slyfield there 
is a high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford. 
The proposals here will see the natural growth towards 
Guildford. 
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. 
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1327 M.J. Gates GB7 Traveller sites should have adequate amenity including 
space for related business activities. There are 25 houses 
and two Grade II listed buildings. The proposals are not in 
keeping with the local area 

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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB7 Traveller sites should have adequate access to 
services/facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not close to schools 
and local facilities.  

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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB7 If no sites are available in the urban area, priority should be 
given to the urban edge close to services/facilities. Mayford 
does not satisfy these criteria.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB8 The Council openly states that land available for 
development is more viable. Ownership status should not 
have a 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB9 The Council openly states that land available for 
development is more viable. Ownership status should not 
have a 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 

1327 M.J. Gates GB10 The Council openly states that land available for 
development is more viable. Ownership status should not 
have a 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 
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1327 M.J. Gates GB11 The Council openly states that land available for 
development is more viable. Ownership status should not 
have a 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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB4 The A245 is gridlocked and further development will make 
the situation worse. 

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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB4 The nearest GP is at capacity and cant cope with additional 
patients. 

I think you 
should leave 
this site alone 
for reasons 
given above. 

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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB4 Development would increase the serious risk of flooding in 
Byfleet 

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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole General Building on Byfleet flood plains, gridlocking the roads and 
having a negative impact on infrastructure already at 
capacity. These are my objections. 

None stated. The representation regarding flood risk has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 
 
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 representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole UA1 Neutral. The library is an important focal point for local 
residents and they need social places to gather, including the 
elderly. 

None stated. It is agreed that the existing library offers the various members of the local community with a 
place to socialise and gather. The proposed allocation is to re-provide the library as part of a 
comprehensive redevelopment of the site, offering the local community new and possibly 
improved facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB4 The schools are at capacity even though the Manor School is 
derelict. How can more children be accommodated. 

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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole General The government has clearly stated that brownfield sites 
should be selected over the Green Belt. WBC should 
consider the harm they are doing to the country that will 
never be able to be undone. Please think again and protect 

None stated. The representation regarding the government position on Green Belt and the principle of 
development has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.9.  
 
The representation regarding flood risk has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the Green Belt. Flooding is also an issue at Brooklands and 
this should not be repeated. Money isn't everything.  

Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB15 The proposals should be scrapped due to traffic gridlock, no 
school places, no medical facilities with spaces. The A245 
will be gridlocked. 

Please don't 
build all these 
houses here. 
The roads and 
infrastructure 
cannot cope 
with them. 

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 representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB5 The site bears the full brunt of the noise from the M25 and 
would be an unpleasant and unhealthy place to live. Please 
do not develop on the last piece of Green Belt in Byfleet just 
to tick a box. 

I think you 
should leave 
this site alone, 
so that 
villagers can 
enjoy it. 

The key requirements for the site note that due to the significant traffic on the M25, the 
development will need to consider the impacts on noise and ensure mitigation measures are 
implemented to protect residential amenity. A Noise Impact Assessment would be required. 
The Council also has a robust policy framework to make sure that developments near sources 
of noise provide mitigation measures.  
 
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 Council note the proposed modification. Nevertheless all the proposed sites will make a 
significant and a meaningful contribution towards meeting the housing requirement. Not 
allocating any or all of the sites (or not having new sites to replace any site that is rejected) 
could undermine the overall delivery of the Core Strategy. The key requirements set out as part 
of the proposed allocations will further make sure that any adverse impacts on the purpose and 
integrity of the Green Belt and the general environment of the area is minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

849 Elizabeth Gathercole GB5 This is the last piece of Green Belt land, please leave it 
alone. Other parts of the borough have much more. The 
government have said that brownfield sites should be used 
over Green Belt. 

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. 
 
Whilst there has been further clarification of national policy by central Government on Green 
Belt, there has not been any change of national policy of material significance since the Core 
Strategy was adopted.  In this regard, it will be very difficult for the Council to have a sound 
Site Allocations DPD without the release of Green Belt land to meet housing land supply over 
the entire plan period. Without the Site Allocations DPD, there is the likelihood of uncontrolled 
speculative development in the Green Belt. The Council can best protect the Green Belt if it 
can demonstrate that it has identified sufficient land to deliver its development requirements. 

1427 Brent Gathercole GB5 [Development would] potentially increase traffic which is 
already at high levels at rush hour. 

Site should not 
be developed 
on. 

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 

1427 Brent Gathercole GB15 [Development would] potentially increase traffic which is 
already at high levels at rush hour. 

Site should not 
be developed 
on or if it is 
absolutely 
necessary the 
number of 
proposed 
developments 
should be 
reduced 
considerably. 

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 

1427 Brent Gathercole GB4 [Development would] potentially increase traffic which is 
already at high levels at rush hour. 

Site should not 
be developed 
on. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1427 Brent Gathercole GB4 Development would seriously impact existing Green Belt 
land  

Site should not 
be developed 
on. 

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. In addition, 
new development will be supported by infrastructure, as detailed in Section 3.0. of this paper. 
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). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1427 Brent Gathercole GB5 Development would seriously impact existing Green Belt 
land  

Site should not 
be developed 
on. 

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. In addition, 
new development will be supported by infrastructure, as detailed in Section 3.0. of this paper. 
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). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1427 Brent Gathercole GB15 Development would seriously impact existing Green Belt 
land  

Site should not 
be developed 
on or if it is 
absolutely 
necessary the 
number of 
proposed 
developments 
should be 
reduced 
considerably. 

This is noted, and is addressed in Sections 1.0, 10.0 and 21.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1577 J and M Gatward GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. The 
development will put a strain on infrastructure. Pyrford is 
designated as a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1577 J and M Gatward GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. The 
development will put a strain on infrastructure. Pyrford is 
designated as a Green Belt area. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

517 Philippa Gavey GB10 There appears to have been no consideration of the lack of 
supporting infrastructure. Of key concern is the impact of 
additional traffic from several new housing estates, a retail 
park and school, on already congested roads.  Urges the 
Council to reject these proposals and consider alternatives.  

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 

517 Philippa Gavey GB11 There appears to have been no consideration of the lack of 
supporting infrastructure. Of key concern is the impact of 
additional traffic from several new housing estates, a retail 
park and school, on already congested roads.  Urges the 
Council to reject these proposals and consider alternatives.  

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 

517 Philippa Gavey GB14 There appears to have been no consideration of the lack of 
supporting infrastructure. Of key concern is the impact of 
additional traffic from several new housing estates, a retail 
park and school, on already congested roads.  Urges the 
Council to reject these proposals and consider alternatives.  

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 

517 Philippa Gavey GB10 Objects to the proposals to build houses. Moved to Hook 
Heath due to the semi-rural nature of Hook Heath and the 
Green Belt protection of surrounding areas. The current 
proposals contradict this, increase urban sprawl and 
detriment local character. This is in breach of both national 
planning policy and the Council's own strategic policy.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Sections 15.0. For justification for the release of Green Belt land, as background to the 
Council's approach, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

517 Philippa Gavey GB11 Objects to the proposals to build houses. Moved to Hook 
Heath due to the semi-rural nature of Hook Heath and the 
Green Belt protection of surrounding areas. The current 
proposals contradict this, increase urban sprawl and 
detriment local character. This is in breach of both national 
planning policy and the Council's own strategic policy.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Sections 15.0. For justification for the release of Green Belt land, as background to the 
Council's approach, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

517 Philippa Gavey GB14 Objects to the proposals to build houses. Moved to Hook 
Heath due to the semi-rural nature of Hook Heath and the 
Green Belt protection of surrounding areas. The current 
proposals contradict this, increase urban sprawl and 
detriment local character. This is in breach of both national 
planning policy and the Council's own strategic policy.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Sections 15.0. For justification for the release of Green Belt land, as background to the 
Council's approach, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

517 Philippa Gavey GB10 There has been no consultation on the Green Belt Review None stated. It is correct that the Green Belt boundary review was not published for public consultation. 
 
The Green Belt boundary review is a technical document that does not set policy. It is an 
evidence base document and therefore, in line with National Planning Policy and legislation, 
does not need to be consulted with the wider public. Nevertheless the document has been 
published on the Council's website for consideration since early 2014. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

517 Philippa Gavey GB11 There has been no consultation on the Green Belt Review None stated. It is correct that the Green Belt boundary review was not published for public consultation. 
 
The Green Belt boundary review is a technical document that does not set policy. It is an 
evidence base document and therefore, in line with National Planning Policy and legislation, 
does not need to be consulted with the wider public. Nevertheless the document has been 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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published on the Council's website for consideration since early 2014. 

517 Philippa Gavey GB14 There has been no consultation on the Green Belt Review None stated. It is correct that the Green Belt boundary review was not published for public consultation. 
 
The Green Belt boundary review is a technical document that does not set policy. It is an 
evidence base document and therefore, in line with National Planning Policy and legislation, 
does not need to be consulted with the wider public. Nevertheless the document has been 
published on the Council's website for consideration since early 2014. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

517 Philippa Gavey GB10 The density of proposed housing is excessive and disregard 
local character and housing density of surrounding areas.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

517 Philippa Gavey GB11 The density of proposed housing is excessive and disregard 
local character and housing density of surrounding areas.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

517 Philippa Gavey GB14 The density of proposed housing is excessive and disregard 
local character and housing density of surrounding areas.  

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1570 E Gaydon GB12 Need to consider the impacts of development. Adding a 
significant number of cars onto the local road network will 
result in congestion. 

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 

1570 E Gaydon GB13 Need to consider the impacts of development. Adding a 
significant number of cars onto the local road network will 
result in congestion. 

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. 

1570 E Gaydon 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 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 

1570 E Gaydon 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 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 

1570 E Gaydon GB12 The Schools are at capacity and 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, paragraph 3.8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1570 E Gaydon GB13 The Schools are at capacity and 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, paragraph 3.8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1570 E Gaydon GB12 Green Belt land should remain as so and ask that the 
proposals are disregarded. 

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 

1570 E Gaydon GB13 Green Belt land should remain as so and ask that the 
proposals are disregarded. 

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 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB13 This land is currently open farm land, used for growing maize 
bio fuel. The high spot on the Pyrford Escarpment and rising 
ground of landscape importance offers uninterrupted views 
across Ripley to the Surrey Hills. Development will blight the 
area and views. This land should form part of an expanded 
conservation area including the Church, Wheeler’s Farm and 
Newark Priory, to protect and enhance as a 'green lung'. This 
is a borough wide asset. Residents move here for proximity 
to countryside, footpaths, bridleways. The DPD contradicts 
core values of the Core Strategy. Is there any vision or 
direction behind the proposals? 

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 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB12 This land is currently open farm land, used for growing maize 
bio fuel. The high spot on the Pyrford Escarpment and rising 
ground of landscape importance offers uninterrupted views 
across Ripley to the Surrey Hills. Development will blight the 
area and views. This land should form part of an expanded 
conservation area including the Church, Wheeler’s Farm and 
Newark Priory, to protect and enhance as a 'green lung'. This 
is a borough wide asset. Residents move here for proximity 
to countryside, footpaths, bridleways. The DPD contradicts 
core values of the Core Strategy. Is there any vision or 
direction behind the proposals? 

None stated. The justification for the proposals is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1, 2 and 4. 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 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB12 Impact on Infrastructure - the sites are bounded by narrow 
‘B’ roads linking to the very busy B382 (commuter ‘rat runs’). 
The local road network is already in overload. Proposed 
development in Pyrford, West Byfleet, Byfleet, and in 
Guildford (Wisley Airfield) will lead to dangerous congestion. 
This is clear in a recent survey of current traffic movements 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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but no proposals for managing the situation in the DPD, 
why?  

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. 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB13 Impact on Infrastructure - the sites are bounded by narrow 
‘B’ roads linking to the very busy B382 (commuter ‘rat runs’). 
The local road network is already in overload. Proposed 
development in Pyrford, West Byfleet, Byfleet, and in 
Guildford (Wisley Airfield) will lead to dangerous congestion. 
This is clear in a recent survey of current traffic movements 
but no proposals for managing the situation in the DPD, 
why?  

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 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB12 I object to GB12 and GB13. Process behind site selection - 
whilst the process is clearly laid out, the conclusions drawn 
are beset with unjustified anomalies. GB12 is consistently 
evaluated as unsuitable in the Green Belt Review until 
recommended on grounds of availability. GB13 was 
consistently judged unsuitable and was not recommended to 
take out of Green Belt. Such decisions are inadequately 
justified. 

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 collective evidence of the Council supports the 
allocation of the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB13 I object to GB12 and GB13. Process behind site selection - 
whilst the process is clearly laid out, the conclusions drawn 
are beset with unjustified anomalies. GB12 is consistently 
evaluated as unsuitable in the Green Belt Review until 
recommended on grounds of availability. GB13 was 
consistently judged unsuitable and was not recommended to 
take out of Green Belt. Such decisions are inadequately 
justified. 

None stated. The methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review is robust and consistently 
applied. The Council has used a range of evidence base including the Sustainability Appraisal 
to inform the DPD. The collectively justify the allocation of the proposed sites. Section 8 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper cover in detail the evidence base used to inform the 
DPD.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1138 Geoff Geaves GB12 There are known water bodies under GB12, it is well known 
locally that in winter a ‘stream’ appears down the escarpment 
to the flood plain - there is no reference to sewage and 
surface water drainage in the DPD. The summary has 
contradictions that do not relate to the longer term planning 
vision. Proposals will ruin a beautiful landscape and rural 
heritage area, will create massive road infrastructure and a 
major accident black spot. There has been little or no effort 
to communicate plans or accommodate local views. 

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 

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

1138 Geoff Geaves GB13 There are known water bodies under GB12, it is well known 
locally that in winter a ‘stream’ appears down the escarpment 
to the flood plain - there is no reference to sewage and 
surface water drainage in the DPD. The summary has 
contradictions that do not relate to the longer term planning 
vision. Proposals will ruin a beautiful landscape and rural 
heritage area, will create massive road infrastructure and a 
major accident black spot. There has been little or no effort 
to communicate plans or accommodate local views. 

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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB13 Decrepit water and gas networks are slowly being upgraded. 
Narrow roads will bring traffic issues. The works will not 
address the issue of low water pressure, which new homes 
would exacerbate. 

None stated. The Council has carried out an Infrastructure Delivery Plan to assess the scale of infrastructure 
needed to support development. There will be sufficient water to support the projected growth. 
The Council also has robust policies such as Policy CS22 of the Core Strategy to minimise 
water consumption. The Council will work with developers to manage the construction of 
development to minimise disruption to residents. Regarding the traffic impacts of the proposals, 
this is comprehensively addressed in Section 20 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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB12 Decrepit water and gas networks are slowly being upgraded. 
Narrow roads will bring traffic issues. The works will not 
address the issue of low water pressure, which new homes 
would exacerbate. 

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 to support the projected growth. 
Nevertheless, the Council has robust policies such as Policy CS22 of the Core Strategy to help 
minimise water consumption in development. The Council will work with developers to manage 
the construction of development to minimise disruption to local residents. Regarding the traffic 
impacts of the proposals, the Council will make sure that they are fully assessed and the 
necessary mitigation put in place to address 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 
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1143 Yvonne Geaves GB12 We enjoy the trees, landscape and village feel of the 
community. Proximity of common land and unprecedented 
variety of country walks is a remarkable asset to Pyrford and 
Woking. 

None stated. The Council accepts the character of Pyrford is distinctive to be protected. However, it is 
satisfied that it will not be compromised by the proposals. The landscape implications of the 
proposals is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB13 We enjoy the trees, landscape and village feel of the 
community. Proximity of common land and unprecedented 
variety of country walks is a remarkable asset to Pyrford and 
Woking. 

None stated. The infrastructure implications of the proposals is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 20 and 3. 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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB12 I object. The proposals will ruin the rural environment of 
Pyrford, leading to massive infrastructure problems. 
Infrastructure is operating near capacity now. This 
development cannot be supported without radical change, 
wrecking the valued character and feel of the community. 

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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB13 I object. The proposals will ruin the rural environment of 
Pyrford, leading to massive infrastructure problems. 
Infrastructure is operating near capacity now. This 
development cannot be supported without radical change, 
wrecking the valued character and feel of the community. 

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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB12 Pyrford is served by a charming network of old narrow ‘B’ 
roads. Roads are now dangerously congested with 
commuter and school traffic, sometimes at a standstill. This 
is a serious threat to child safety. Traffic from proposed 
development will make a bad situation worse. Taken with 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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other Woking and Guildford Borough proposals, future traffic 
will be in gridlock or ruin the village with road expansion 
schemes. 

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. 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB13 Pyrford is served by a charming network of old narrow ‘B’ 
roads. Roads are now dangerously congested with 
commuter and school traffic, sometimes at a standstill. This 
is a serious threat to child safety. Traffic from proposed 
development will make a bad situation worse. Taken with 
other Woking and Guildford Borough proposals, future traffic 
will be in gridlock or ruin the village with road expansion 
schemes. 

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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB12 Building 423 houses will ruin this asset, destroying unique 
views from Pyrford Escarpment and changing the rural and 
historic feel of the area, which should be preserved. It has 
registered park and garden (Pyrford Court), conservation 
area, listed buildings and Surrey’s oldest farm buildings.  

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 

1143 Yvonne Geaves GB13 Building 423 houses will ruin this asset, destroying unique 
views from Pyrford Escarpment and changing the rural and 
historic feel of the area, which should be preserved. It has 
registered park and garden (Pyrford Court), conservation 
area, listed buildings and Surrey’s oldest farm buildings.  

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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 
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 

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

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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. 
 

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. 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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. 

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 

795 Stephen Geis GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 

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 
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contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

of this representation 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 
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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and it is not clear why this area of landscape importance has 
been ignored.  

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. 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 
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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis GB9 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to 
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase 

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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surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding 
properties. 

of this representation 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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, 

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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openness and character of the area. 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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. 
 
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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

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

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis GB9 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

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

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis GB9 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

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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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. 

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.  

795 Stephen Geis 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. 
 
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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis GB7 The site was granted planning permission in 1987 for one 
family only. Additional pitches will have unacceptable 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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. 

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. 

of this representation 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

795 Stephen Geis 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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 
areas 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 

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

579 Alan R Gent 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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 

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

579 Alan R Gent 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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 

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. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

579 Alan R Gent 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. 
 
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 

579 Alan R Gent 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. 
 
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 

579 Alan R Gent 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. 
 
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 

579 Alan R Gent GB14 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. 
 
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 

579 Alan R Gent GB8 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 

579 Alan R Gent GB9 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 

579 Alan R Gent GB10 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 

579 Alan R Gent GB11 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 

579 Alan R Gent GB14 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 

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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consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

579 Alan R Gent 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 or railway 
bridges (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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 or railway 
bridges (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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 or railway 
bridges (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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 or railway 
bridges (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 

579 Alan R Gent 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 or railway 
bridges (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 

640 Alan George UA1 Strongly objects to the proposal, as local infrastructure 
cannot cope. Parvis Road is already highly congested, and 
utilities (electric, water), education and health overstretched.  

None stated. The 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

640 Alan George UA1 Asks why this is being brought up as it is ignores local 
opinion already voiced in a petition (of over 2,500 names) 
about more housing in Byfleet. 

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 

1137 David , 
Mrs 
Sandra 

George GB12 Object very strongly to proposals to housing development. 
This would destroy the natural and unique historical heritage 
and beauty of the area and place unacceptable pressures on 
infrastructure. We fully support Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum's documentation. Urge you to reject these proposals 
and applications. 

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 

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

1137 David , 
Mrs 
Sandra 

George GB13 Object very strongly to proposals to housing development. 
This would destroy the natural and unique historical heritage 
and beauty of the area and place unacceptable pressures on 
infrastructure. We fully support Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum's documentation. Urge you to reject these proposals 
and applications. 

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 

1592 John Gerrard UA32 Sheerwater has a long standing community spirit and a low 
crime rate. This is rare and will be destroyed with the 
proposals. If WBC value the community then the plans will 
be scrapped. 

Tidy up 
Sheerwater - 
Don't destroy 
it!! 

Core Strategy Policy CS5 sets out the Council's policy and objectives for addressing the 
existing issues within the Borough's Priority Places. The Council notes the comment regarding 
the existing community spirit in Sheerwater. The proposed allocation of the site seeks to 
address the identified issues in the area as part of a comprehensive regeneration scheme. 
Overall, the Council believes that the regeneration of the site would make sure that the social, 
environmental and economic character of the area will not be significantly undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Access to healthcare 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 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Access to healthcare 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 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Capacity of Sewerage systems. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Capacity of Sewerage systems. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Object to houses and school on the site. Of the 22 sites 
available, selecting two in West Byfleet that have to use the 
A245 is bad planning. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and 
further development in the wider area will make the situation 
worse. The roundabout mitigation measure will not work. 

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.  
 
It should also be noted that Broadoaks (site GB16) is a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt 
and as such allows for infill development and redevelopment as set out in Core Strategy Policy 
CS6.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Green Belt boundary review assessed 22 parcels of land in the Green Belt around Woking 
Borough. Through a robust site selection process, site GB15 and GB16 were considered to be 
the most suitable. 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. In addition, the Council 
carried out a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and assessed 125 alternative sites in the Green Belt 
for development. In combination with a number of other evidence based documents, the site is 
considered to be the most sustainable and suitable for development needs post 2022. 
 
This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The key requirements for Site GB15 note that a roundabout should be provided in order to 
achieve a safe entrance onto the site from Parvis Road. This is based on the findings of the 
County Highways Authority who are responsible for the highways in the area as well as 
highways safety. In addition, 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 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 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. 
Potential issues to be addressed are also noted within the allocation, including site access 
arrangements. These measures will be considered and addressed at the detailed planning 
application stage. 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Object to houses and school on the site. Of the 22 sites 
available, selecting two in West Byfleet that have to use the 
A245 is bad planning. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and 
further development in the wider area will make the situation 
worse. The roundabout mitigation measure will not work. 

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.  
 
It should also be noted that Broadoaks (site GB16) is a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt 
and as such allows for infill development and redevelopment as set out in Core Strategy Policy 
CS6.  
 
The Green Belt boundary review assessed 22 parcels of land in the Green Belt around Woking 
Borough. Through a robust site selection process, site GB15 and GB16 were considered to be 
the most suitable. 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. In addition, the Council 
carried out a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and assessed 125 alternative sites in the Green Belt 
for development. In combination with a number of other evidence based documents, the site is 
considered to be the most sustainable and suitable for development needs post 2022. 
 
This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The key requirements for Site GB15 note that a roundabout should be provided in order to 
achieve a safe entrance onto the site from Parvis Road. This is based on the findings of the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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County Highways Authority who are responsible for the highways in the area as well as 
highways safety. In addition, 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 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 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. 
Potential issues to be addressed are also noted within the allocation, including site access 
arrangements. These measures will be considered and addressed at the detailed planning 
application stage. 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Object due to traffic on A245 and local narrow roads. They 
will be gridlocked. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 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. 
Potential issues to be addressed are also noted within the allocation, including site access 
arrangements. These measures will be considered and addressed at the detailed planning 
application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Object due to traffic on A245 and local narrow roads. They 
will be gridlocked. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 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. 
Potential issues to be addressed are also noted within the allocation, including site access 
arrangements. These measures will be considered and addressed at the detailed planning 
application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Localised 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 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Localised 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 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Parking in West Byfleet centre 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 
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The proposed allocation of site UA51 includes specific wording related to car parking provision 
and highway safety. 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Parking in West Byfleet centre 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 proposed allocation of site UA51 includes specific wording related to car parking provision 
and highway safety. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB15 Total loss of Green Belt in West Byfleet 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1539 T Gerretsen GB16 Total loss of Green Belt in West Byfleet 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

380 Alison Giacomelli UA32 UA32 is proposed for 250+ houses and is 700m from the 
SPA. The RSPB is concerned that given proximity there is no 
mention of the need for SANG and it is considered that 
bespoke, on site SANG would be difficult to achieve in this 
location.  
Further consideration is required in relation to impact on SPA 
and suitable mitigation in the form of contribution to a 
strategic SANG 

None stated. The concerns regarding the potential impact on the SPA are acknowledged, however the site 
UA32 does fall within the catchment area of existing Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANG) e.g. Heather Farm.  
The Council has identified sufficient Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) capacity 
to cover the housing need for the entire plan period.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

380 Alison Giacomelli UA32 UA32 is proposed for 250+ houses and is 700m from the 
SPA. The RSPB is concerned that given proximity there is no 
mention of the need for SANG and it is considered that 
bespoke, on site SANG would be difficult to achieve in this 
location.  
Further consideration is required in relation to impact on SPA 
and suitable mitigation in the form of contribution to a 
strategic SANG 

None stated. The concerns regarding the potential impact on the SPA are acknowledged, however the site 
UA32 does fall within the catchment area of existing Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANG) e.g. Heather Farm.  
The Council has identified sufficient Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) capacity 
to cover the housing need for the entire plan period.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 The GBR considered other options to meet future need for 
pitches including WOK001 and WOK006. There are also 
sites with capacity to deliver 15 pitches each combined (land 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 

The 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 
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at West Hall WGB004a/SHLAAWB019b and south of High 
Road WGB006a/SHLAABY043). These are omitted from the 
DPD with little explanation. 

proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 The site is partly within Flood Zone 3a 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. 

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. 

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 and 4. Ten Acre Farm is about 3.36ha. 72.05% of the site is in 
Flood Zone 1. 6.52% in Flood Zone 2 and 5.51% in Flood Zone 3. The Council has carried out 
a sequential tests to justify the use of the site to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. 
Development on the site will be directed to the area of the site with the least risk of flooding, i.e. 
Flood Zone 1. The is considered an enforceable approach that will be clarified in the allocation. 
The allocation also includes key requirement to ensure that detailed flood risk assessment is 
carried out to inform the planning application process for any scheme that will come forward for 
the delivery of the site. With the specifications set out in the key requirements of the allocation, 
the Council is satisfied that the site can be developed without significant flood risk to occupiers. 
It is also not envisaged that the development will exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The site can 
be developed with no significant adverse impacts on the visual amenity of the area and nearby 
residents. There are robust policies in the Core Strategy to ensure that this is achieved, 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 Ten Acre Farm does not have the required accessibility, 
contrary to Woking Core Strategy and SHLAA. Traveller sites 
should have safe and reasonable access to schools and 
other local facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not close to 
facilities, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure, poor 
public transport, and provision of a communal building would 
not positively enhance the environment, increase openness 
or contribute to existing character. 

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. 

Ten Acre Farm is an existing well established Traveller site. This matter has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4. 
The Council is satisfied that the use can sustainably be intensified to accommodate further 
additional pitches. 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). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 

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. 

Ten Acre Farm is an existing well established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied that the 
use can sustainably be intensified to accommodate further additional pitches. 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 be fully assessed and where necessary, 
mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The key requirements of the 
allocation 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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  

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. 

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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 The site offers no visual privacy and the noise pollution from 
the railway line is unlikely to be suitably mitigated. The road 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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to the site is busy with lorries and with no footpath, this would 
result in health and safety concerns. 

Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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 

of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 Ten Acre Farm borders two environmentally sensitive sites. 
Development will adversely impact these and cannot be 
adequately mitigated - Smarts Heath Common (Special Sites 
of Scientific Interest and an "Important Bird Area") and the 
Hoe Stream (Site of Nature Conservation Importance, linking 
habitat corridor to other SNCI sites). 

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. 

The Council has a clear objective to protect environmentally sensitive sites, 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. 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 

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. 

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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 

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. 

It is intended to allocate the site for a business use. The site is allocated to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. In doing so, the Council need to make sure that the 
allocation should reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles can contribute to sustainability. 
The bullet point will be reworded to clarify this point. The overall justification for the allocation of 
the site for Travellers accommodation is comprehensively addressed in Section 4 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 Pitches at the site would have a health and safety risk for 
children playing close to the Hoe Stream. It will also result in 
more debris in the water and could result in uncontrolled 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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flooding.  proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

sufficiently informed by robust and adequate evidence base, including a sequential test. There 
is no evidence to suggest that there will be health and safety issues for children playing near 
the Hoe Stream or children activities will result in more debris in the water. 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Green Belt Review states a school 
on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading if the 
school is a precursor to housing on fields either side later on. 

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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Green Belt Review states a school 
on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading if the 
school is a precursor to housing on fields either side later on. 

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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Green Belt Review states a school 
on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading if the 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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school is a precursor to housing on fields either side later on. 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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

1179 Helen Giardina GB8 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by Woking Borough Council, especially as Policy 
states that housing need does not justify the harm done to 
the Green Belt by inappropriate development. Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances. No independently verified evidence that all 
Brownfield sites have been exhausted. 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. 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking. 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. 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. 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 ownership of land has not influenced the selection of sites. This issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 13 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB9 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by Woking Borough Council, especially as Policy 
states that housing need does not justify the harm done to 
the Green Belt by inappropriate development. Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances. No independently verified evidence that all 
Brownfield sites have been exhausted. 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. 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking. 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. 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. 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 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. The ownership of land has not influenced the allocation 
of sites. This particular matter is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in exceptional circumstances. No 

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 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites have 
been exhausted.  
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. 
 
Mayford will become part of Greater Woking. 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 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. I strongly object to development of 
GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB11. Any housing will fill the open 
green space between Mayford and Woking, altering the 
character of the village and impacting residents. Mayford has 
strong historical importance and was listed in the Doomsday 
Book. The GBBR incorrectly dismisses this, saying Woking is 
not considered to have particularly strong historical 
character. The Council should preserve and promote the 
history of the Borough not destroy it through excessive 
development. 

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.  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. It is not envisaged that the development 
will undermine the physical separation between Woking and Guildford. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has 
carried out an assessment of brownfield sites as set in Section 11 of the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. 

1179 Helen Giardina GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by Woking Borough Council, especially as Policy 
states that housing need does not justify the harm done to 
the Green Belt by inappropriate development. Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances. No independently verified evidence that all 
Brownfield sites have been exhausted. 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. 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking. 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. 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. 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. The Council has carried out an 
assessment of the urban area to meet development needs. The evidence demonstrates that 
there is not sufficient brownfield land to meet development needs over the entire plan period - 
see Section 11 of the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper for detailed response to this 
particular issue. This matter is comprehensively covered in Section 11 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council is satisfied that the proposals will not undermine the identity 
of Mayford or it separation from Guildford. This particular matter is address in Section 12 of the 
Issues and Maters Topic Paper. The ownership of land has not influence the selection of sites. 
This matter is addressed in detail in Section 13 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 for 
the reasons 
stated. 

The 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 
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1179 Helen Giardina GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford due to ease 
of access to Woking Town Centre, stating that it takes 7 
minutes to travel from Mayford to Woking (estimated using 
Google Maps timings). At peak hours actual travel time is 
over half an hour. Mayford has a poor road network that is 
heavily congested at peak times. Many of the roads do not 
have pavements and are narrow, including the road to 
Worplesdon Station. Mayford has a poor public transport 
system with limited bus services. Development will 
exacerbate this. 

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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB11  
The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of ease of access to Woking Town Centre, stating 7 minutes 
travel time. This is not the case at peak times, when there is 
congestion 
and travel time can be substantially longer. There is poor 
public transport, a limited bus service and narrow, unlit 
pedestrian footpaths. There are three single line bridges, and 
gridlock  
in the village at peak times. Development of two large sites 
at Mayford's boundary and as proposed in the Site 
Allocations will exacerbate congestion, with roads unable to 
handle 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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of ease of access to Woking Town Centre, stating 7 minutes 
travel time. This is not the case at peak times, when there is 
congestion and travel time can be substantially longer. There 
is poor public transport, a limited bus service and narrow, 
unlit pedestrian footpaths. There are three single line 
bridges, and gridlock in the village at peak times. 
Development of two large sites at Mayford's boundary and as 
proposed in the Site Allocations will exacerbate congestion, 
with roads unable to handle additional traffic. Worplesdon rail 
station would notice a major increase in congestion.  

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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of ease of access to Woking Town Centre, stating 7 minutes 
travel time. This is not the case at peak times, when there is 
congestion and travel time can be substantially longer. There 
is poor public transport, a limited bus service and narrow, 
unlit pedestrian footpaths. There are three single line 
bridges, and gridlock in the village at peak times. 
Development of two large sites at Mayford's boundary and as 
proposed in the Site Allocations will exacerbate congestion, 
with roads unable to handle 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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB10 There are significant development proposals in Guildford. 
The Guildford DPD has not been disclosed to Woking or 

None stated. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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Mayford residents. These developments will also increase 
traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  

adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 
traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  

None stated. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes “Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (Policy CS24). 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 
pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 to occupants or exacerbate 
flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB11  
Mayford is key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding; development will increase surface water and flood 
risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test to 
inform the selection of sites and is satisfied that the proposals will not lead to unacceptable 
flood risk to occupants or exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB8  
Mayford is key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding; development will increase surface water and flood 
risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test to 
inform the selection of sites and is satisfied that the proposals will not lead to unacceptable 
flood risk to occupants or exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB9  
Mayford is key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding; development will increase surface water and flood 
risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test to 
inform the selection of sites and is satisfied that the proposals will not lead to unacceptable 
flood risk to occupants or exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 No independently verified evidence demonstrating Woking 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development or why sites listed in the Green Belt Review as 
available and viable have not been included whilst others 
excluded. Ten Acre Farm and Five Acres are the ONLY 
proposed sites. 

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. 

The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to accommodate the development 
needs of the area. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. Sufficient sites could not be identified in the urban 
area to meet development needs over the entire Core Strategy period.  The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has also 
carried out  a Sustainability Appraisal of alternative sites in the urban area and in the Green 
Belt. The proposed allocations are considered the most sustainable when compared against 
the alternatives considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 remediated. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 

The SHLAA treats all sites in the Green Belt as currently not developable. Green Belt sites will 
only be released for development through the plan making process. Ten Acre Farm is an 
existing well established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied that the use can sustainably be 
intensified to accommodate further additional pitches. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation 
measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The key requirements of the allocation 
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. 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. Overall, the justification  for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
developments needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. see Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those 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. 

The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to accommodate the development 
needs of the area. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. Sufficient sites could not be identified in the urban 
area to meet development needs over the entire Core Strategy period.  The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has also 
carried out  a Sustainability Appraisal of alternative sites in the urban area and in the Green 
Belt. The proposed allocations are considered the most sustainable when compared against 
the alternatives considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1179 Helen Giardina GB7 The TAA suggests the site and its immediate surrounding be 
explored for potential future expansion. The DPD incorrectly 
uses the term 'intensification'. This site was never envisaged 
to be expanded outside Mr Lee's immediate family. The 
Council has set aside GBR recommendations. 

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. 

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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 

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 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.   

1179 Helen Giardina 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. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina GB9 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. 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 

1179 Helen Giardina 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 removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The development of the site would be contrary to the 
Council's SHLAA 2014. 

by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 The GBR considered other options to meet future need for 
pitches including WOK001 and WOK006. There are also 
sites with capacity to deliver 15 pitches each combined (land 
at West Hall WGB004a/SHLAAWB019b and south of High 
Road WGB006a/SHLAABY043). These are omitted from the 
DPD with little explanation. 

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. 

The 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 The site is partly within Flood Zone 3a 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. 

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. 

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 and 4. Ten Acre Farm is about 3.36ha. 72.05% of the site is in 
Flood Zone 1. 6.52% in Flood Zone 2 and 5.51% in Flood Zone 3. The Council has carried out 
a sequential tests to justify the use of the site to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. 
Development on the site will be directed to the area of the site with the least risk of flooding, i.e. 
Flood Zone 1. The is considered an enforceable approach that will be clarified in the allocation. 
The allocation also includes key requirement to ensure that detailed flood risk assessment is 
carried out to inform the planning application process for any scheme that will come forward for 
the delivery of the site. With the specifications set out in the key requirements of the allocation, 
the Council is satisfied that the site can be developed without significant flood risk to occupiers. 
It is also not envisaged that the development will exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The site can 
be developed with no significant adverse impacts on the visual amenity of the area and nearby 
residents. There are robust policies in the Core Strategy to ensure that this is achieved, 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 Ten Acre Farm does not have the required accessibility, 
contrary to Woking Core Strategy and SHLAA. Traveller sites 
should have safe and reasonable access to schools and 
other local facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not close to 
facilities, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure, poor 
public transport, and provision of a communal building would 
not positively enhance the environment, increase openness 
or contribute to existing character. 

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. 

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. 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. The comment about the 
poor level of public transport services 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, 

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

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 

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. 

Ten Acre Farm is an existing well established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied that the 
use can sustainably be intensified to accommodate further additional pitches. 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 be fully assessed and where necessary, 
mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The key requirements of the 
allocation 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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  

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. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 Ten Acre Farm borders two environmentally sensitive sites. 
Development will adversely impact these and cannot be 
adequately mitigated - Smarts Heath Common (Special Sites 
of Scientific Interest and an "Important Bird Area") and the 
Hoe Stream (Site of Nature Conservation Importance, linking 
habitat corridor to other SNCI sites). 

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. 

The Council has a clear objective to protect environmentally sensitive sites, 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. 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 

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. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 

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. 

It is intended to allocate the site for a business use. The site is allocated to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. In doing so, the Council need to make sure that the 
allocation should reflect the extent to which traditional lifestyles can contribute to sustainability. 
The bullet point will be reworded to clarify this point. The overall justification for the allocation of 
the site for Travellers accommodation is comprehensively addressed in Section 4 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 Pitches at the site would have a health and safety risk for 
children playing close to the Hoe Stream. It will also result in 
more debris in the water and could result in uncontrolled 
flooding.  

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. 

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. There 
is no evidence to suggest that there will be health and safety issues for children playing near 
the Hoe Stream or children activities will result in more debris in the water. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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 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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Green Belt Review states a school 
on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading if the 
school is a precursor to housing on fields either side later on. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

110 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Green Belt Review states a school 
on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading if the 
school is a precursor to housing on fields either side later on. 

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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Green Belt Review states a school 
on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading if the 
school is a precursor to housing on fields either side later on. 

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. The Council is satisfied that the proposed Green Belt 
boundary will be defensible and have permanent endurance beyond the Plan period. The site 
can also be developed without undermining the integrity of the escarpment. The Council has 
been transparent to allocate site GB8 for a school and residential. Both uses can be developed 
without undermining the purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB8 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by Woking Borough Council, especially as Policy 
states that housing need does not justify the harm done to 
the Green Belt by inappropriate development. Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances. No independently verified evidence that all 
Brownfield sites have been exhausted. 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. 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking. 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. WBC 
states that land available for development is more viable for 

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. The ownership of land has not influenced the selection of sites. This issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 13 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of land has no 
bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or not. 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB9 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by Woking Borough Council, especially as Policy 
states that housing need does not justify the harm done to 
the Green Belt by inappropriate development. Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances. No independently verified evidence that all 
Brownfield sites have been exhausted. 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. 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking. 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. 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. 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 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. The ownership of land has not influenced the allocation 
of sites. This particular matter is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in exceptional circumstances. No 
independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites have 
been exhausted.  
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. 
 
Mayford will become part of Greater Woking. 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 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. I strongly object to development of 
GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB11. Any housing will fill the open 
green space between Mayford and Woking, altering the 
character of the village and impacting residents. Mayford has 
strong historical importance and was listed in the Doomsday 
Book. The GBBR incorrectly dismisses this, saying Woking is 
not considered to have particularly strong historical 
character. The Council should preserve and promote the 
history of the Borough not destroy it through excessive 
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 
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.  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. It is not envisaged that the development 
will undermine the physical separation between Woking and Guildford. This particular issue is 
addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has 
carried out an assessment of brownfield sites as set in Section 11 of the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by Woking Borough Council, especially as Policy 
states that housing need does not justify the harm done to 
the Green Belt by inappropriate development. Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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circumstances. No independently verified evidence that all 
Brownfield sites have been exhausted. 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. 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking. 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. 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. 

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. The Council has carried out an 
assessment of the urban area to meet development needs. The evidence demonstrates that 
there is not sufficient brownfield land to meet development needs over the entire plan period - 
see Section 11 of the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper for detailed response to this 
particular issue. This matter is comprehensively covered in Section 11 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council is satisfied that the proposals will not undermine the identity 
of Mayford or it separation from Guildford. This particular matter is address in Section 12 of the 
Issues and Maters Topic Paper. 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.  

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford due to ease 
of access to Woking Town Centre, stating that it takes 7 
minutes to travel from Mayford to Woking (estimated using 
Google Maps timings). At peak hours actual travel time is 
over half an hour. Mayford has a poor road network that is 
heavily congested at peak times. Many of the roads do not 
have pavements and are narrow, including the road to 
Worplesdon Station. Mayford has a poor public transport 
system with limited bus services. Development will 
exacerbate this. 

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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB11  
The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of ease of access to Woking Town Centre, stating 7 minutes 
travel time. This is not the case at peak times, when there is 
congestion 
and travel time can be substantially longer. There is poor 
public transport, a limited bus service and narrow, unlit 
pedestrian footpaths. There are three single line bridges, and 
gridlock  
in the village at peak times. Development of two large sites 
at Mayford's boundary and as proposed in the Site 
Allocations will exacerbate congestion, with roads unable to 
handle 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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of ease of access to Woking Town Centre, stating 7 minutes 
travel time. This is not the case at peak times, when there is 

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 
of this representation 
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congestion and travel time can be substantially longer. There 
is poor public transport, a limited bus service and narrow, 
unlit pedestrian footpaths. There are three single line 
bridges, and gridlock in the village at peak times. 
Development of two large sites at Mayford's boundary and as 
proposed in the Site Allocations will exacerbate congestion, 
with roads unable to handle additional traffic. Worplesdon rail 
station would notice a major increase in congestion.  

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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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.   

1180 Antonino Giardina GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of ease of access to Woking Town Centre, stating 7 minutes 
travel time. This is not the case at peak times, when there is 
congestion and travel time can be substantially longer. There 
is poor public transport, a limited bus service and narrow, 
unlit pedestrian footpaths. There are three single line 
bridges, and gridlock in the village at peak times. 
Development of two large sites at Mayford's boundary and as 
proposed in the Site Allocations will exacerbate congestion, 
with roads unable to handle 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 way that the transport 
implications for the DPD proposals are addressed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 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 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 
traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  

None stated. Under the Duty to Cooperate, Guildford and Woking Borough Council's will have to work 
positively and cooperatively together to address any issues of cross boundary significance. 
The Council will ensure that development proposals in Guildford does not have significant 
adverse impacts in Woking that cannot be mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

114 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes “Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (Policy CS24). 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. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 
pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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 
Smart Heath as SPA, there is no confirmation of such designation. Consequently, it cannot be 
given the same policy status as SPA. The site continues to be accorded the status as an SSSI, 
which is valued for its ecological significance and which has its own policy designation. See 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. The Council do not see any inconsistency in its approach to identifying sites to meet the 
accommodation needs of Travellers. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 

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 to occupants or exacerbate 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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properties. flood risk elsewhere. 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB11  
Mayford is key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding; development will increase surface water and flood 
risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test to 
inform the selection of sites and is satisfied that the proposals will not lead to unacceptable 
flood risk to occupants or exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB8  
Mayford is key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding; development will increase surface water and flood 
risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test to 
inform the selection of sites and is satisfied that the proposals will not lead to unacceptable 
flood risk to occupants or exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB9  
Mayford is key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding; development will increase surface water and flood 
risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. The flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a sequential test to 
inform the selection of sites and is satisfied that the proposals will not lead to unacceptable 
flood risk to occupants or exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 No independently verified evidence demonstrating Woking 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development or why sites listed in the Green Belt Review as 
available and viable have not been included whilst others 
excluded. Ten Acre Farm and Five Acres are the ONLY 
proposed sites. 

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. 

The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to accommodate the development 
needs of the area. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. Sufficient sites could not be identified in the urban 
area to meet development needs over the entire Core Strategy period.  The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has also 
carried out  a Sustainability Appraisal of alternative sites in the urban area and in the Green 
Belt. The proposed allocations are considered the most sustainable when compared against 
the alternatives considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 remediated. 

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. 

The SHLAA treats all sites in the Green Belt as currently not developable. Green Belt sites will 
only be released for development through the plan making process. Ten Acre Farm is an 
existing well established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied that the use can sustainably be 
intensified to accommodate further additional pitches. 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 be fully assessed and where necessary, mitigation 
measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The key requirements of the allocation 
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. 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. Overall, the justification  for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
developments needs of the area 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those 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. 

The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area to accommodate the development 
needs of the area. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. Sufficient sites could not be identified in the urban 
area to meet development needs over the entire Core Strategy period.  The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is comprehensively addressed in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has also 
carried out  a Sustainability Appraisal of alternative sites in the urban area and in the Green 
Belt. The proposed allocations are considered the most sustainable when compared against 
the alternatives considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

116 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

1180 Antonino Giardina GB7 The TAA suggests the site and its immediate surrounding be 
explored for potential future expansion. The DPD incorrectly 
uses the term 'intensification'. This site was never envisaged 
to be expanded outside Mr Lee's immediate family. The 
Council has set aside GBR recommendations. 

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. 

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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 

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. 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.   

1180 Antonino Giardina GB9 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. 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 

1180 Antonino Giardina 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 for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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 

858 Gill Giddings GB8 Strongly object to releasing the Green Belt status to allow 
extensive housing developments.  
The review contains no information about the unavailability of 
brownfield sites. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB9 Strongly object to releasing the Green Belt status to allow 
extensive housing developments.  
The review contains no information about the unavailability of 
brownfield sites. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB10 Strongly object to releasing the Green Belt status to allow 
extensive housing developments.  
The review contains no information about the unavailability of 
brownfield sites. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB11 Strongly object to releasing the Green Belt status to allow 
extensive housing developments.  
The review contains no information about the unavailability of 
brownfield sites. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB8 Pleased to be associated with any response by the Mayford 
Village Society.  

None stated. 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 
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858 Gill Giddings GB9 Pleased to be associated with any response by the Mayford 
Village Society.  

None stated. 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 

858 Gill Giddings GB10 Pleased to be associated with any response by the Mayford 
Village Society.  

None stated. 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 

858 Gill Giddings GB11 Pleased to be associated with any response by the Mayford 
Village Society.  

None stated. 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 

858 Gill Giddings GB7 Pleased to be associated with any response by the Mayford 
Village Society.  

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 

858 Gill Giddings GB7 Concerned by impact of proposals on the village. Object to 
the proposal to increase the number of Traveller Pitches on 
this land. Additional caravans will pose a risk to wildlife on 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and spoil it at as a 
countryside amenity.  

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 

858 Gill Giddings GB11 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 
Infrastructure implications resulting from increased 
population and traffic movements in Mayford and South 
Woking are not addressed. 
There are no plans to deal with the narrow roads in Mayford. 
The three single lane railway bridges bottlenecks are not 
mentioned and two are traffic light controlled. 
The review should be reconsidered. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

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 

858 Gill Giddings GB8 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 
Infrastructure implications resulting from increased 
population and traffic movements in Mayford and South 
Woking are not addressed. 
There are no plans to deal with the narrow roads in Mayford. 
The three single lane railway bridges bottlenecks are not 
mentioned and two are traffic light controlled. 
The review should be reconsidered. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

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. 
 
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 

858 Gill Giddings GB9 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 
Infrastructure implications resulting from increased 
population and traffic movements in Mayford and South 
Woking are not addressed. 
There are no plans to deal with the narrow roads in Mayford. 
The three single lane railway bridges bottlenecks are not 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

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. 
 
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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mentioned and two are traffic light controlled. 
The review should be reconsidered. 

858 Gill Giddings GB10 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 
Infrastructure implications resulting from increased 
population and traffic movements in Mayford and South 
Woking are not addressed. 
There are no plans to deal with the narrow roads in Mayford. 
The three single lane railway bridges bottlenecks are not 
mentioned and two are traffic light controlled. 
The review should be reconsidered. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

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. 
 
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 

858 Gill Giddings GB8 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
The proposed allocation will not reduce the gap between Woking and Guildford. It is noted 
however that it will reduce the gap between Woking and Mayford. By retaining the Green Belt 
between Mayford and Guildford, it will continue to perform a significant role in maintaining 
separation between the town and Guildford.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB9 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 

The review 
should be 
reconsidered. 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
The proposed allocation will not reduce the gap between Woking and Guildford. It is noted 
however that it will reduce the gap between Woking and Mayford. By retaining the Green Belt 
between Mayford and Guildford, it will continue to perform a significant role in maintaining 
separation between the town and Guildford.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB10 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
The proposed allocation will not reduce the gap between Woking and Guildford. It is noted 
however that it will reduce the gap between Woking and Mayford. By retaining the Green Belt 
between Mayford and Guildford, it will continue to perform a significant role in maintaining 
separation between the town and Guildford.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

858 Gill Giddings GB11 The additional housing will remove any green space between 
Mayford and Woking and increase the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
The proposed allocation will not reduce the gap between Woking and Guildford. It is noted 
however that it will reduce the gap between Woking and Mayford. By retaining the Green Belt 
between Mayford and Guildford, it will continue to perform a significant role in maintaining 
separation between the town and Guildford.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 Pyrford has a unique character and well maintained historic 
assets. The proposals for Pyrford will threaten the setting of 
heritage assets in the vicinity 

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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 Pyrford has a unique character and well maintained historic 
assets. The proposals for Pyrford will threaten the setting of 
heritage assets in the vicinity 

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, 19.0 and 23.0 
 
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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 Pyrford is already congested and the addition of 433 new 
homes will exacerbate traffic problems and result in 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 

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

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 Pyrford is already congested and the addition of 433 new 
homes will exacerbate traffic problems and result in 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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 There is already concern about congestion without adding 
the proposed development to the equation 

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 

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

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 There is already concern about congestion without adding 
the proposed development to the equation 

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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 There is a lack of consideration to major development across 
the borough boundary. E.g. Proposals for Wisley airfield is 
likely to have a significant impact on traffic. It is unlikely the 
roads would cope- e.g. Newark bridges 

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. See also paragraph 1.5 
 
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 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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1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 There is a lack of consideration to major development across 
the borough boundary. E.g. Proposals for Wisley airfield is 
likely to have a significant impact on traffic. It is unlikely the 
roads would cope- e.g. Newark bridges 

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. See also paragraph 1.5 
 
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 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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 Need to consider the ecological and environmental impacts 
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. 
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. 
 
With regards to infrastructure, this has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper see Section 3.0 in particular paragraph 3.9-3.10 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 Need to consider the ecological and environmental impacts 
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. 
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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With regards to infrastructure, this has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper see Section 3.0 in particular paragraph 3.9-3.10 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 Further facilities would be required including elderly care, 
nursery and pre school facilities 

None stated. The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough. 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.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 Further facilities would be required including elderly care, 
nursery and pre school facilities 

None stated. The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough. 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.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 Concerned that proposals will have an adverse impact on the 
pleasant and safe environment that exists. This can not be 
easily recreated.  

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 CS21 and a Design SPD to make sure that any 
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach, this includes the need to 
create a safe and secure environment, where the opportunities for crime are minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 Concerned that proposals will have an adverse impact on the 
pleasant and safe environment that exists. This can not be 
easily recreated.  

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 CS21 and a Design SPD to make sure that any 
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach, this includes the need to 
create a safe and secure environment, where the opportunities for crime are minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 Object to proposals in Pyrford. The character of the area, its 
open spaces and semi rural character was the main draw for 
moving to the area. 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 Object to proposals in Pyrford. The character of the area, its 
open spaces and semi rural character was the main draw for 
moving to the area. 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 School provision is a concern, the development proposals 
will create a massive need that can not be accommodated. 
The existing school is being extended but will be insufficient 
in light of proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 School provision is a concern, the development proposals 
will create a massive need that can not be accommodated. 
The existing school is being extended but will be insufficient 
in light of proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 People have moved into the area for its charming character 
and easy access to the surrounding natural landscape and 
unspoilt countryside.  

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0 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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 People have moved into the area for its charming character 
and easy access to the surrounding natural landscape and 
unspoilt countryside.  

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0 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 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 The proposals threaten the semi-rural character of Pyrford. 
 
The proposals will exacerbate congestion and road safety 
problems 

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 CS21, 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. 
 
With regards to the representation on infrastructure, this has been comprehensively addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  
 
The proposal sites also contain a list of site specific key requirements that need to be met for 
development to come forward on a site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 The proposals threaten the semi-rural character of Pyrford. 
 
The proposals will exacerbate congestion and road safety 
problems 

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 CS21, 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. 
 
With regards to the representation on infrastructure, this has been comprehensively addressed 
in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  
 
The proposal sites also contain a list of site specific key requirements that need to be met for 
development to come forward on a site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1344 Catherine Giddings GB12 The Council is urged to consider alternative, less disruptive 
options e.g. 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.  

None stated. 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.  
 
Please also see 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 
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1344 Catherine Giddings GB13 The Council is urged to consider alternative, less disruptive 
options e.g. 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.  

None stated. 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.  
 
Please also see 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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB8 The review contains no information about brownfield sites 
other than an assertion that there are none available.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 11.0 and 9.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB9 The review contains no information about brownfield sites 
other than an assertion that there are none available.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 11.0 and 9.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB10 The review contains no information about brownfield sites 
other than an assertion that there are none available.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 11.0 and 9.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB11 The review contains no information about brownfield sites 
other than an assertion that there are none available.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 11.0 and 9.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB8 There has been little or no consideration of the infrastructure 
requirements from the increased population and traffic 
movements in Mayford and South Woking. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads (and single lane railway bridges). 
Notes tendency for drivers to dangerously mount the 
pavement to pass at narrow points. 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 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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB9 There has been little or no consideration of the infrastructure 
requirements from the increased population and traffic 
movements in Mayford and South Woking. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads (and single lane railway bridges). 
Notes tendency for drivers to dangerously mount the 
pavement to pass at narrow points. 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 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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB10 There has been little or no consideration of the infrastructure 
requirements from the increased population and traffic 
movements in Mayford and South Woking. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads (and single lane railway bridges). 
Notes tendency for drivers to dangerously mount the 
pavement to pass at narrow points. 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 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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB11 There has been little or no consideration of the infrastructure 
requirements from the increased population and traffic 
movements in Mayford and South Woking. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads (and single lane railway bridges). 
Notes tendency for drivers to dangerously mount the 
pavement to pass at narrow points. 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 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 
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1382 Bob Giddings GB7 Any additional caravans will pose a risk to wildlife on the 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and reduce it as a 
countryside amenity. 

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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB7 Opposed the proposal as there are three traveller sites 
concentrated in this part of the Borough, and justification for 
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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will remove any green 
space between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging - the gap between Mayford and Slyfield is 
only about two miles. Inevitably Mayford will disappear as a 
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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will remove any green 
space between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging - the gap between Mayford and Slyfield is 
only about two miles. Inevitably Mayford will disappear as a 
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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will remove any green 
space between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging - the gap between Mayford and Slyfield is 
only about two miles. Inevitably Mayford will disappear as a 
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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will remove any green 
space between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and 
Guildford merging - the gap between Mayford and Slyfield is 
only about two miles. Inevitably Mayford will disappear as a 
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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB7 The proposals should be reconsidered because they will 
destroy Mayford as a village that has existed since before 
the 11th century. Happy to endorse the response from the 
Mayford Village Society.  

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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB8 The proposals should be reconsidered because they will 
destroy Mayford as a village that has existed since before 
the 11th century. Happy to endorse the response from the 
Mayford Village Society.  

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.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0 and 23.0 

1382 Bob Giddings GB9 The proposals should be reconsidered because they will 
destroy Mayford as a village that has existed since before 
the 11th century. Happy to endorse the response from the 
Mayford Village Society.  

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.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB10 The proposals should be reconsidered because they will 
destroy Mayford as a village that has existed since before 
the 11th century. Happy to endorse the response from the 
Mayford Village Society.  

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.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB11 The proposals should be reconsidered because they will 
destroy Mayford as a village that has existed since before 
the 11th century. Happy to endorse the response from the 
Mayford Village Society.  

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.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB10 The brief to consultants steers their study towards pre-
determined reductions to the Green Belt, which would have 
been emphasised during discussions with members and 
officers. 

None stated. 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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB8 The brief to consultants steers their study towards pre-
determined reductions to the Green Belt, which would have 
been emphasised during discussions with members and 
officers. 

None stated. 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 

1382 Bob Giddings GB7 The brief to consultants steers their study towards pre-
determined reductions to the Green Belt, which would have 
been emphasised during discussions with members and 
officers. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB9 The brief to consultants steers their study towards pre-
determined reductions to the Green Belt, which would have 
been emphasised during discussions with members and 
officers. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 (in particular paragraph 10.2) and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1382 Bob Giddings GB11 The brief to consultants steers their study towards pre-
determined reductions to the Green Belt, which would have 
been emphasised during discussions with members and 
officers. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 (in particular paragraph 10.2) and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

811 Roy Gigg GB12 The proposal will ruin the rural nature of Pyrford. Green Belt 
was created as an amenity to be enjoyed by both people and 

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 
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wildlife. Once removed, it will be lost forever.  
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. 

of this representation 

811 Roy Gigg GB13 The proposal will ruin the rural nature of Pyrford. Green Belt 
was created as an amenity to be enjoyed by both people and 
wildlife. Once removed, it will be lost forever. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 23.0. 
 
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 

811 Roy Gigg GB12 The village infrastructure is at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse, to the detriment 
to the quality of life for existing residents.  

Removal of 
site GB12 from 
the site 
allocations 
document. 

The representation regarding infrastructure has been 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.  
 
The Council note the proposed modification. All the proposed sites will make a significant and 
a meaningful contribution towards meeting the housing requirement. Not allocating any or all of 
the sites (or not having new sites to replace any site that is rejected) could undermine the 
overall delivery of the Core Strategy. The key requirements set out as part of the proposed 
allocations will further make sure that any adverse impacts on the purpose and integrity of the 
Green Belt and the general environment of the area is minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

811 Roy Gigg GB13 The village infrastructure is at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse, to the detriment 
to the quality of life for existing residents.  

Removal of 
site GB13 from 
the site 
allocations 
document. 

The representation regarding infrastructure has been 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 
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The Council note the proposed modification. All the proposed sites will make a significant and 
a meaningful contribution towards meeting the housing requirement. Not allocating any or all of 
the sites (or not having new sites to replace any site that is rejected) could undermine the 
overall delivery of the Core Strategy. The key requirements set out as part of the proposed 
allocations will further make sure that any adverse impacts on the purpose and integrity of the 
Green Belt and the general environment of the area is minimised. 

1131 Susan Gigg GB12 Taking GB12 out of Green Belt is the biggest mistake a 
council could make. Impacts to wildlife, humans and flora are 
the start of erosion of this land created as an amenity for 
everyone - fresh air, recreational activities. Development will 
cause gridlock to infrastructure. Area already overcrowded 
(doctors, traffic, low water pressure, crowded schools). 
Quality of life already eroded, building on this site would lose 
irreplaceable amenity. 

Removal of 
GB12 from the 
site allocations 
document 

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 

1131 Susan Gigg GB13 Taking GB13 out of Green Belt is the biggest mistake a 
council could make. Impacts to wildlife, humans and flora are 
the start of erosion of this land created as an amenity for 
everyone - fresh air, recreational activities. Development will 
cause gridlock to infrastructure. Area already overcrowded 
(doctors, dentists, traffic, low water pressure, crowded 
schools). Quality of life already eroded, building on this site 
would lose amenity and create infrastructure problems 
forever. 

Removal of 
site GB13 from 
the site 
allocations 
document 

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB8 Object to associated leisure centre as it is inappropriate 
development for the area as it will have alight and noise 
impact. There will be a need for additional parking and 
access roads. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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. 
Through good design and, where necessary mitigation measures, it is possible to achieve a 
satisfactory relationship between different land uses. 
 
The key requirements for the allocation note a number of site specific infrastructure 
improvements that will need to be carried out before the site becomes operational. The 
proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact of the 
development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate and 
suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority. 
 
As part of the planning permission granted for the site, there are strict conditions on 
opening/operational hours, see condition 55.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

957 Julie Gilbert GB9 Object to associated leisure centre as it is inappropriate 
development for the area as it will have alight and noise 
impact. There will be a need for additional parking and 
access roads. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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. 
Through good design and, where necessary mitigation measures, it is possible to achieve a 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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satisfactory relationship between different land uses. 
 
The key requirements for the allocation note a number of site specific infrastructure 
improvements that will need to be carried out before the site becomes operational. The 
proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact of the 
development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate and 
suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority. 
 
As part of the planning permission granted for the site, there are strict conditions on 
opening/operational hours, see condition 55.  

957 Julie Gilbert GB10 Object to associated leisure centre as it is inappropriate 
development for the area as it will have alight and noise 
impact. There will be a need for additional parking and 
access roads. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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. 
Through good design and, where necessary mitigation measures, it is possible to achieve a 
satisfactory relationship between different land uses. 
 
The key requirements for the allocation note a number of site specific infrastructure 
improvements that will need to be carried out before the site becomes operational. The 
proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact of the 
development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate and 
suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority. 
 
As part of the planning permission granted for the site, there are strict conditions on 
opening/operational hours, see condition 55.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

957 Julie Gilbert GB11 Object to associated leisure centre as it is inappropriate 
development for the area as it will have alight and noise 
impact. There will be a need for additional parking and 
access roads. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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. 
Through good design and, where necessary mitigation measures, it is possible to achieve a 
satisfactory relationship between different land uses. 
 
The key requirements for the allocation note a number of site specific infrastructure 
improvements that will need to be carried out before the site becomes operational. The 
proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact of the 
development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate and 
suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority. 
 
As part of the planning permission granted for the site, there are strict conditions on 
opening/operational hours, see condition 55.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

957 Julie Gilbert GB8 Accept the proposed school is a special purpose use in the 
Green Belt.  

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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

957 Julie Gilbert GB9 Accept the proposed school is a special purpose use in the 
Green Belt.  

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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

957 Julie Gilbert GB10 Accept the proposed school is a special purpose use in the 
Green Belt.  

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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

957 Julie Gilbert GB11 Accept the proposed school is a special purpose use in the 
Green Belt.  

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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

957 Julie Gilbert GB7 Object to increasing the number of pitches on site. Close to 
SSSI and increased risk to wildlife due to increased domestic 
animals.  

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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.  
 
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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB8 Housing will fill the gap between Woking and Mayford. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking, against the 

I urge you to 
reconsider 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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purpose of Green Belt. The isolation of Mayford and its 
character are at risk of being destroyed. 

your plans.   
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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB9 Housing will fill the gap between Woking and Mayford. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking, against the 
purpose of Green Belt. The isolation of Mayford and its 
character are at risk of being destroyed. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0 and 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB10 Housing will fill the gap between Woking and Mayford. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking, against the 
purpose of Green Belt. The isolation of Mayford and its 
character are at risk of being destroyed. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0 and 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB11 Housing will fill the gap between Woking and Mayford. 
Mayford will become a suburb of Woking, against the 
purpose of Green Belt. The isolation of Mayford and its 
character are at risk of being destroyed. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 12.0 and 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

This representation has been 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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB7 Mayford already provides a major contribution to the 
Traveller community., there is no justification for further 
expansion.  

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB8 Wildlife on the SSSI will struggle to survive due to an 
increased population and domestic pets. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.   

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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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. 

957 Julie Gilbert GB9 Wildlife on the SSSI will struggle to survive due to an 
increased population and domestic pets. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.   

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB10 Wildlife on the SSSI will struggle to survive due to an 
increased population and domestic pets. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.   

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB11 Wildlife on the SSSI will struggle to survive due to an 
increased population and domestic pets. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.   

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. 

957 Julie Gilbert GB8 The road network is at capacity, there are one way crossings 
over the railway line, many roads don’t have pavements and 
an increased population will make the situation worse and 
more dangerous. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB9 The road network is at capacity, there are one way crossings 
over the railway line, many roads don’t have pavements and 
an increased population will make the situation worse and 
more dangerous. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB10 The road network is at capacity, there are one way crossings 
over the railway line, many roads don’t have pavements and 
an increased population will make the situation worse and 
more dangerous. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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 

957 Julie Gilbert GB11 The road network is at capacity, there are one way crossings 
over the railway line, many roads don’t have pavements and 
an increased population will make the situation worse and 
more dangerous. 

I urge you to 
reconsider 
your plans.  

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 

1287 Martin Gilbert GB10 Object to proposals in the area. The increase in population 
will result in huge pressure on the transport infrastructure. 
Delays are likely to occur 

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, Section 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1287 Martin Gilbert GB11 Object to proposals in the area. The increase in population 
will result in huge pressure on the transport infrastructure. 
Delays are likely to occur 

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, Section 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1287 Martin Gilbert GB7 A significant increase in Traveller pitches will reduce the 
visual amenity of the area and increase risk to wildlife on the 
adjoining SSSI. 
Mayford already makes a major contribution towards the 
traveller community and there is no justification for further 
expansion.  
The proposals will make existing problem far worse. 

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 DPD will be intensifying the use of existing sites, and the Council accepts that this will lead 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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to an increase in the number of pitches and consequently the population of Travellers 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 the 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. 

1287 Martin Gilbert GB8 Objects to the Sports and Leisure Centre associated with the 
proposed School. Concerned that the operation of the centre 
throughout the day will have an impact on light and noise 
pollution. The Leisure Centre is inappropriate development. 
There is a case that the school itself represents a special 
circumstance. 

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.    
 
The planning application for the school has been granted permission. The proposal has been 
comprehensively assessed including any potential impact on local amenity including through 
light and noise pollution and operating hours of the proposal. Mitigation measures were 
introduced where relevant. The Officer report is available online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1503 John K Gilbert GB8 The proposed increase in population will create huge 
pressure on local roads, many of which do not have 
pavements. Existing traffic on Egley Road and Prey Heath 
Road will be worsened, and may be dangerous on the latter 
with people trying to get to Worplesdon Station. There will be 
further issues on single lane roads under or over the railway 
line (on average, there are four cars waiting to cross each 
way at the bridge on Smarts Heath Road and Saunders 
Lane). 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB9 The proposed increase in population will create huge 
pressure on local roads, many of which do not have 
pavements. Existing traffic on Egley Road and Prey Heath 
Road will be worsened, and may be dangerous on the latter 
with people trying to get to Worplesdon Station. There will be 
further issues on single lane roads under or over the railway 
line (on average, there are four cars waiting to cross each 
way at the bridge on Smarts Heath Road and Saunders 
Lane). 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB10 The proposed increase in population will create huge 
pressure on local roads, many of which do not have 
pavements. Existing traffic on Egley Road and Prey Heath 
Road will be worsened, and may be dangerous on the latter 
with people trying to get to Worplesdon Station. There will be 
further issues on single lane roads under or over the railway 
line (on average, there are four cars waiting to cross each 
way at the bridge on Smarts Heath Road and Saunders 
Lane). 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB11 The proposed increase in population will create huge 
pressure on local roads, many of which do not have 
pavements. Existing traffic on Egley Road and Prey Heath 
Road will be worsened, and may be dangerous on the latter 
with people trying to get to Worplesdon Station. There will be 
further issues on single lane roads under or over the railway 
line (on average, there are four cars waiting to cross each 
way at the bridge on Smarts Heath Road and Saunders 
Lane). 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB7 Objects to the proposal. This site is close to Smarts Heath 
Common, a SSSI, and an increase in pitches would 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 

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

1503 John K Gilbert GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking. The purpose of the Green Belt is to avoid this. 
The character of Mayford as a separate community will be 
destroyed forever. Mayford is semi-rural and should remain 
so. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking. The purpose of the Green Belt is to avoid this. 
The character of Mayford as a separate community will be 
destroyed forever. Mayford is semi-rural and should remain 
so. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking. The purpose of the Green Belt is to avoid this. 
The character of Mayford as a separate community will be 
destroyed forever. Mayford is semi-rural and should remain 
so. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking. The purpose of the Green Belt is to avoid this. 
The character of Mayford as a separate community will be 
destroyed forever. Mayford is semi-rural and should remain 
so. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB8 Please reconsider your plans. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book, is a special place and should remain a 
village. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB9 Please reconsider your plans. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book, is a special place and should remain a 
village. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB10 Please reconsider your plans. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book, is a special place and should remain a 
village. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB11 Please reconsider your plans. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book, is a special place and should remain a 
village. 

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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1503 John K Gilbert GB7 Mayford already provides a major contribution to the 
Traveller Community; 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB7 The site is unsuitable for expansion due to the current lack of 
schools and other local facilities. 

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. In 
addition, the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, details the Council's 
general approach to provision of local infrastructure to support development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1503 John K Gilbert GB8 Car parking and access roads are needed. The local road 
system barely copes and the early morning and late night 
opening of the leisure facilities will have a major impact on 
Mayford. This is inappropriate development in a residential 
area. 

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 

1503 John K Gilbert GB8 While accepting the proposed secondary school on this site 
represents a special purpose for which Green Belt land can 
be use, objects to the associated application for a Leisure 
Centre, running track, football and other pitches. 

None stated. Objection noted. Coverage of these issues can be found in the Officer's Report to the Planning 
Committee, available on the Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1202 Alison Gill GB15 It would change the character of the area. 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 

1202 Alison Gill GB15 It would increase noise and pollution. None stated. The Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management Policies DPD contain robust 
policies to control pollution including noise as a result of development. Examples are Policies 
DM5, DM6 and DM7 of the Development Management Policies DPD. The general approach to 
traffic and infrastructure provision are comprehensively addressed 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 

1202 Alison Gill GB15 This would severely strain existing infrastructure, impacting 
access to health facilities and transport (roads and trains are 
already overcrowded). 

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 

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

1202 Alison Gill GB15 This would increase the built up area and merge towns, 
reducing countryside. 

None stated. The matter is comprehensively addressed in Section 12 of the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1295 Philip Gill General RBWM have no comment except for continuing positive 
engagement on the matter of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA 
under the Duty to Cooperate. 

None stated. Woking Borough Council welcomes the 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 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Whilst acknowledging the increasing need to plan for 
housing, the proposals contradict national planning policy, in 
reducing the Green Belt, open spaces and woodland and 
destroying local character in Hook Heath and Mayford, and 
the essence of what makes the area attractive. The 
proposals do not offer adequate solutions, are one 
dimensional in broadening urban sprawl and will add to traffic 
and congestion on an already overburdened road network. 
This will undermine efforts to attract the public to the 
regenerated town centre. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 3.0 (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6), 12.0 (paragraph 12.2) and 
15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB14 Whilst acknowledging the increasing need to plan for 
housing, the proposals contradict national planning policy, in 
reducing the Green Belt, open spaces and woodland and 
destroying local character in Hook Heath and Mayford, and 
the essence of what makes the area attractive. The 
proposals do not offer adequate solutions, are one 
dimensional in broadening urban sprawl and will add to traffic 
and congestion on an already overburdened road network. 
This will undermine efforts to attract the public to the 
regenerated town centre. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 3.0 (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6), 12.0 (paragraph 12.2) and 
15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB8 Whilst acknowledging the increasing need to plan for 
housing, the proposals contradict national planning policy, in 
reducing the Green Belt, open spaces and woodland and 
destroying local character in Hook Heath and Mayford, and 
the essence of what makes the area attractive. The 
proposals do not offer adequate solutions, are one 
dimensional in broadening urban sprawl and will add to traffic 
and congestion on an already overburdened road network. 
This will undermine efforts to attract the public to the 
regenerated town centre. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 3.0 (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6), 12.0 (paragraph 12.2) and 
15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB9 Whilst acknowledging the increasing need to plan for 
housing, the proposals contradict national planning policy, in 
reducing the Green Belt, open spaces and woodland and 
destroying local character in Hook Heath and Mayford, and 
the essence of what makes the area attractive. The 
proposals do not offer adequate solutions, are one 
dimensional in broadening urban sprawl and will add to traffic 
and congestion on an already overburdened road network. 
This will undermine efforts to attract the public to the 
regenerated town centre. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 3.0 (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6), 12.0 (paragraph 12.2) and 
15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Numerous recent government and independent reports have 
stressed the huge value of green open public space, in 
improving health and well being, providing community 
benefits, and enabling monetary savings for the NHS. 

The site 
should 
become open 
public green 
space  

This suggestion provides a laudable use for these sites, which may be supported if there were 
no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful reasonable alternative sites to meet development 
needs post 2027. Unfortunately neither the representation nor the Council's evidence base 
provide reasonable alternative sites to meet the long term housing development needs 
(beyond 2027) of the Borough, as comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 2.0 and 9.0. It should also be noted that site GB14, which 
lies adjacent to site GB10 is safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help meet long term 
development needs, beyond 2027.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Numerous recent government and independent reports have 
stressed the huge value of green open public space, in 

The site 
should 

This suggestion provides a laudable use for these sites, which may be supported if there were 
no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful reasonable alternative sites to meet development 
needs post 2027. Unfortunately neither the representation nor the Council's evidence base 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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improving health and well being, providing community 
benefits, and enabling monetary savings for the NHS. 

become open 
public green 
space  

provide reasonable alternative sites to meet the long term housing development needs 
(beyond 2027) of the Borough, as comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 2.0 and 9.0. It should also be noted that site GB14, which 
lies adjacent to site GB10 is safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help meet long term 
development needs, beyond 2027.  

of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Suggests several alternative sites for development:                         
- McLaren land that was given 'special circumstances' for 
commercial development (no to be built within existing 
McLaren site);   -site further east/south east [from McLaren] 
where there is considerable hardstanding from military 
(barracks) use during WW2;                                -land to the 
east of Martyrs Lane, where there is already some 
development (including waste), land is unattractive and does 
not serve present Green Belt purpose for recreation (except 
that used as a golf course).  

Consider 
following as 
alternative 
sites for 
development:                                                                                                             
- McLaren land 
that was given 
'special 
circumstances' 
for commercial 
development 
(no to be built 
within existing 
McLaren site);                                                                                              
-site further 
east/south 
east [from 
McLaren] 
where there is 
considerable 
hard standing 
from military 
(barracks) use 
during WW2;                                                                                                                                  
-land to the 
east of Martyrs 
Lane, where 
there is 
already some 
development 
(including 
waste), land is 
unattractive 
and does not 
serve present 
Green Belt 
purpose for 
recreation 
(except that 
used as a golf 
course).   

The land to the east of McLaren was not originally considered as part of the Regulation 18 
version of the DPD because the site at the time had the benefit of planning approval to extend 
McLaren operations on the site. The planning permission would no longer apply. 
Consequently, the site has been assessed for its allocation in the DPD. Based on the 
assessment, the site is rejected for allocation in the DPD. A sustainability appraisal has been 
carried to justify the decision of the Council on this particular proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Suggests several alternative sites for development:                         
- McLaren land that was given 'special circumstances' for 
commercial development (no to be built within existing 
McLaren site);   -site further east/south east where there is 
considerable hardstanding from military (barracks) use 
during WW2;                                -land to the east of Martyrs 
Lane, where there is already some development (including 
waste), land is unattractive and does not serve present 
Green Belt purpose for recreation (except that used as a golf 
course).  

Consider 
following as 
alternative 
sites for 
development:                                                                                                             
- McLaren land 
that was given 
'special 
circumstances' 
for commercial 
development 
(no to be built 
within existing 
McLaren site);                                                                                              
-site further 

The land to the east of McLaren was not originally considered as part of the Regulation 18 
version of the DPD because the site at the time had the benefit of planning approval to extend 
McLaren operations on the site. The planning permission would no longer apply. 
Consequently, the site has been assessed for its allocation in the DPD. Based on the 
assessment, the site is rejected for allocation in the DPD. A sustainability appraisal has been 
carried to justify the decision of the Council on this particular proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

139 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

east/south 
east [from 
McLaren] 
where there is 
considerable 
hard standing 
from military 
(barracks) use 
during WW2;                                                                                                                                  
-land to the 
east of Martyrs 
Lane, where 
there is 
already some 
development 
(including 
waste), land is 
unattractive 
and does not 
serve present 
Green Belt 
purpose for 
recreation 
(except that 
used as a golf 
course).   

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Given the lack of open public green spaces in South Woking, 
this is the perfect opportunity for the Council to preserve 
Hook Heath and Mayford whilst safeguarding public green 
open space for all to enjoy, rather than developing the sites 
for high density, low quality homes (in the immediate and 
longer term). 

Preserve Hook 
Heath and 
Mayford and 
safeguard 
public green 
open space for 
all 

This suggestion provides a laudable use for these sites, which may be supported if there were 
no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful reasonable alternative sites to meet development 
needs before or after 2027. Unfortunately neither the representation nor the Council's evidence 
base provide reasonable alternative sites to meet housing development needs in the Borough, 
as comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 2.0 
and 9.0. It should also be noted that site GB14, which lies adjacent to site GB10 is 
safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help meet long term development needs, beyond 2027. 
It should be noted that any development would be of high quality homes, in line with the draft 
allocation's requirements and the Council's Core Strategy, and be of a density suitable to the 
local area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Given the lack of open public green spaces in South Woking, 
this is the perfect opportunity for the Council to preserve 
Hook Heath and Mayford whilst safeguarding public green 
open space for all to enjoy, rather than developing the sites 
for high density, low quality homes (in the immediate and 
longer term). 

Preserve Hook 
Heath and 
Mayford, 
safeguard 
public green 
open space for 
all 

This suggestion provides a laudable use for these sites, which may be supported if there were 
no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful reasonable alternative sites to meet development 
needs before or after 2027. Unfortunately neither the representation nor the Council's evidence 
base provide reasonable alternative sites to meet housing development needs in the Borough, 
as comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 2.0 
and 9.0. It should also be noted that site GB14, which lies adjacent to site GB10 is 
safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help meet long term development needs, beyond 2027. 
It should be noted that any development would be of high quality homes, in line with the draft 
allocation's requirements and the Council's Core Strategy, and be of a density suitable to the 
local area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville General States relief that a proposal recommended for removal from 
the Green Belt in the Green Belt Boundary review, for 
Fishers Hill Conservation Area (with its nature and heritage 
conservation sensitivity) has not been taken forward.   
However, raises concern at the arbitrary and illogical 
approach of the SA DPD, in contradiction of the NPPF, with 
regard to similar pockets of land in the Hook Heath and 
Mayford areas. 

None stated. The Draft Site Allocations DPD is based on a comprehensive evidence base and thorough 
assessment of reasonable alternative sites. This is addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, Sections 8.0, 9.0 and 11. The approach the Green Belt Review took in 
assessing sites is outlined in Section 10.0 of this report, and explanation as to why the Council 
may have deviated  from the Green Belt Review recommendations is in Section 17.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Registers significant and deep concern at the negative, 
damaging proposals, for the following reasons (as listed 
below):    -the purpose and definition of the Green Belt in 
preventing urban sprawl and maintaining essential open 
space, woodland and character between towns and villages. 
The proposals are contrary to this and would lead to the 
merging of Mayford and Hook Heath with Woking.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

140 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Registers significant and deep concern at the negative, 
damaging proposals, for the following reasons (as listed 
below):    -the purpose and definition of the Green Belt in 
preventing urban sprawl and maintaining essential open 
space, woodland and character between towns and villages. 
The proposals are contrary to this and would lead to the 
merging of Mayford and Hook Heath with Woking.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB14 Registers significant and deep concern at the negative, 
damaging proposals, for the following reasons (as listed 
below):    -the purpose and definition of the Green Belt in 
preventing urban sprawl and maintaining essential open 
space, woodland and character between towns and villages. 
The proposals are contrary to this and would lead to the 
merging of Mayford and Hook Heath with Woking.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Recommends that the sites do not lose their Green Belt 
status and are designated as areas of publicly accessible 
green open space, effectively a natural country park 

The site 
should retain 
its Green Belt 
status and be 
designated as 
an area of 
publically 
accessible 
green space - 
a country park 

This suggestion provides a laudable use for these sites, which may be supported if there were 
no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful reasonable alternative sites to meet development 
needs before or after 2027. Unfortunately neither the representation nor the Council's evidence 
base provide reasonable alternative sites to meet housing development needs in the Borough, 
as comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 2.0 
and 9.0. It should also be noted that site GB14, which lies adjacent to site GB10 is 
safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help meet long term development needs, beyond 2027.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Recommends that the sites do not lose their Green Belt 
status and are designated as areas of publicly accessible 
green open space, effectively a natural country park 

The site 
should retain 
its Green Belt 
status and be 
designated as 
an area of 
publically 
accessible 
green space - 
a country park 

This suggestion provides a laudable use for these sites, which may be supported if there were 
no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful reasonable alternative sites to meet development 
needs before or after 2027. Unfortunately neither the representation nor the Council's evidence 
base provide reasonable alternative sites to meet housing development needs in the Borough, 
as comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 2.0 
and 9.0. It should also be noted that site GB14, which lies adjacent to site GB10 is 
safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help meet long term development needs, beyond 2027.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Whilst acknowledging the increasing need to plan for 
housing, the proposals contradict national planning policy, in 
reducing the Green Belt, open spaces and woodland and 
destroying local character in Hook Heath and Mayford, and 
the essence of what makes the area attractive. The 
proposals do not offer adequate solutions, are one 
dimensional in broadening urban sprawl and will add to traffic 
and congestion on an already overburdened road network. 
This will undermine efforts to attract the public to the 
regenerated town centre. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 3.0 (paragraphs 3.3 and 3.6), 12.0 (paragraph 12.2) and 
15.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Points to current heavy congestion on Saunders Lane and 
Egley Road. Egley Road is a main transport route into 
Woking from Guildford and the M25, and as a single lane is 
inadequate for current traffic. The road infrastructure could 
not cope, and existing traffic would be worsened, with the 
development proposed. 

None stated. The Council aims to ensure new development provides adequate infrastructure to support 
demand generated by that development. This is outlined in Section 3 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, particularly paragraphs 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Points to current heavy congestion on Saunders Lane and 
Egley Road. Egley Road is a main transport route into 
Woking from Guildford and the M25, and as a single lane is 
inadequate for current traffic. The road infrastructure could 
not cope, and existing traffic would be worsened, with the 
development proposed. 

None stated. The Council aims to ensure new development provides adequate infrastructure to support 
demand generated by that development. This is outlined in Section 3 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, particularly paragraphs 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB14 Points to current heavy congestion on Saunders Lane and 
Egley Road. Egley Road is a main transport route into 
Woking from Guildford and the M25, and as a single lane is 
inadequate for current traffic. The road infrastructure could 

None stated. The Council aims to ensure new development provides adequate infrastructure to support 
demand generated by that development. This is outlined in Section 3 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, particularly paragraphs 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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not cope, and existing traffic would be worsened, with the 
development proposed. 

454 Shaun Glanville GB8 Points to current heavy congestion on Saunders Lane and 
Egley Road. Egley Road is a main transport route into 
Woking from Guildford and the M25, and as a single lane is 
inadequate for current traffic. The road infrastructure could 
not cope, and existing traffic would be worsened, with the 
development proposed. 

None stated. The Council aims to ensure new development provides adequate infrastructure to support 
demand generated by that development. This is outlined in Section 3 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, particularly paragraphs 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB9 Points to current heavy congestion on Saunders Lane and 
Egley Road. Egley Road is a main transport route into 
Woking from Guildford and the M25, and as a single lane is 
inadequate for current traffic. The road infrastructure could 
not cope, and existing traffic would be worsened, with the 
development proposed. 

None stated. The Council aims to ensure new development provides adequate infrastructure to support 
demand generated by that development. This is outlined in Section 3 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, particularly paragraphs 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but not for 
safeguarded sites (GB10, GB11 and GB14). Exceptional 
need for 1200 homes in the Green Belt is not defined or 
demonstrated through firm evidence post 2027.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but not for 
safeguarded sites (GB10, GB11 and GB14). Exceptional 
need for 1200 homes in the Green Belt is not defined or 
demonstrated through firm evidence post 2027.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB14 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but not for 
safeguarded sites (GB10, GB11 and GB14). Exceptional 
need for 1200 homes in the Green Belt is not defined or 
demonstrated through firm evidence post 2027.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB8 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but not for 
safeguarded sites (GB10, GB11 and GB14). Exceptional 
need for 1200 homes in the Green Belt is not defined or 
demonstrated through firm evidence post 2027.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB9 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but not for 
safeguarded sites (GB10, GB11 and GB14). Exceptional 
need for 1200 homes in the Green Belt is not defined or 
demonstrated through firm evidence post 2027.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

454 Shaun Glanville GB10 The proposed residential density (30dph) is too high 
compared to average densities in the Hook Heath Area 
(5.5dph). 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

454 Shaun Glanville GB11 The proposed residential density (30dph) is too high 
compared to average densities in the Hook Heath Area 
(5.5dph). 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB10 The purpose and definition of the Green Belt is to prevent 
needless urban sprawl and maintain essential open spaces, 
woodland and character between towns and villages. These 
proposals do the opposite, merging Mayford and Hook Heath 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. 

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

1481 Shaun Glanville GB11 The purpose and definition of the Green Belt is to prevent 
needless urban sprawl and maintain essential open spaces, 
woodland and character between towns and villages. These 
proposals do the opposite, merging Mayford and Hook Heath 
with Woking.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB14 The purpose and definition of the Green Belt is to prevent 
needless urban sprawl and maintain essential open spaces, 
woodland and character between towns and villages. These 
proposals do the opposite, merging Mayford and Hook Heath 
with Woking.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB10 While recognising the need to plan into the future and 
accommodate growing need for affordable, quality character 
long term housing, the current proposals are in complete 
contradiction to National Planning Policy. The proposals 
show deep disregard and seemingly wanton desire to 
significantly reduce the Green Belt, build on essential green 
public open spaces and woodland, and destroy the character 
of Hook Heath and Mayford. 

None stated. How the representation relates to the NPPF and reducing (and releasing) Green Belt for 
development is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 1.0. It's 
relation to local character is covered in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 
23.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB11 While recognising the need to plan into the future and 
accommodate growing need for affordable, quality character 
long term housing, the current proposals are in complete 
contradiction to National Planning Policy. The proposals 
show deep disregard and seemingly wanton desire to 
significantly reduce the Green Belt, build on essential green 
public open spaces and woodland, and destroy the character 
of Hook Heath and Mayford. 

None stated. How the representation relates to the NPPF and reducing (and releasing) Green Belt for 
development is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 1.0. It's 
relation to local character is covered in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 
23.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB11 Deeply concerned about the hugely negative, damaging 
proposals. Recommends these sites do not have their Green 
Belt status removed but become designated areas of publicly 
accessible green open space; a natural country park. This is 
supported by numerous prominent government and 
independent reports stressing the huge value of green open 
public spaces in terms of health and community benefits, and 
monetary savings to the already overburdened NHS. Also 
there is a significant lack of public green space in South 
Woking and this is the perfect opportunity for WBC to 
preserve and safeguard public green open space for all to 
enjoy, rather than develop it for high density, low quality 
homes. 

These sites 
should not 
have their 
Green Belt 
status 
removed and 
should instead 
become 
designated 
areas of 
publicly 
accessible 
green open 
space; a 
natural country 
park.  

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.  Impact on 
local character and well-being of existing communities is covered in Sections 21.0 and 23.0 of 
this paper. 
 
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.    With 
regard to the point about the value of green public spaces, and the potential for using this site 
as such, this may be supported if there were no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful 
reasonable alternative sites to meet development needs before or after 2027. Unfortunately 
neither the representation nor the Council's evidence base provide reasonable alternative sites 
to meet housing development needs in the Borough, as comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 9.0 and 11.0. It should also be noted that 
site GB14, which lies adjacent to site GB10 is safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help 
meet long term development needs, beyond 2027.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB10 Deeply concerned about the hugely negative, damaging 
proposals. Recommends these sites do not have their Green 
Belt status removed but become designated areas of publicly 
accessible green open space; a natural country park. This is 
supported by numerous prominent government and 
independent reports stressing the huge value of green open 
public spaces in terms of health and community benefits, and 
monetary savings to the already overburdened NHS. Also 
there is a significant lack of public green space in South 
Woking and this is the perfect opportunity for WBC to 
preserve and safeguard public green open space for all to 
enjoy, rather than develop it for high density, low quality 
homes. 

These sites 
should not 
have their 
Green Belt 
status 
removed and 
should instead 
become 
designated 
areas of 
publicly 
accessible 
green open 
space; a 
natural country 
park.  

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. Impact on 
local character and well-being of existing communities is covered in Sections 21.0 and 23.0 of 
this paper. 
 
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.    With 
regard to the point about the value of green public spaces, and the potential for using this site 
as such, this may be supported if there were no housing need in the Borough, or plentiful 
reasonable alternative sites to meet development needs before or after 2027. Unfortunately 
neither the representation nor the Council's evidence base provide reasonable alternative sites 
to meet housing development needs in the Borough, as comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 9.0 and 11.0. It should also be noted that 
site GB14, which lies adjacent to site GB10 is safeguarded for Green Infrastructure to help 
meet long term development needs, beyond 2027.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1481 Shaun Glanville GB10 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but an 
exceptional need for 1200 or any number of homes in the 
Green Belt from 2027-40 is not defined or demonstrated 
through firm evidence.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB11 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but an 
exceptional need for 1200 or any number of homes in the 
Green Belt from 2027-40 is not defined or demonstrated 
through firm evidence.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1481 Shaun Glanville GB14 Outlines the NPPF requirement to clearly demonstrate 
Exceptional Circumstances where release of land from the 
Green Belt is proposed. Acknowledges the need for 550 
homes in the Green Belt from 2022 to 2027, but an 
exceptional need for 1200 or any number of homes in the 
Green Belt from 2027-40 is not defined or demonstrated 
through firm evidence.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB4 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 
including 1400 extra houses, and proposed school and 
housing at Broadoaks. The population of the area has 
increased and development pressure is clear. No social 
amenities have been introduced to support the population 
increase or infrastructure improvements. The roads are at 
capacity and further development will make it worse. 

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 Core Strategy seeks to direct development to the existing urban area, where there is good 
access to services and facilities. The Site Allocations DPD seeks to maximise the efficient use 
of previously developed land through redevelopment, intensification of use and mixed use 
development. The Council agree that community facilities and local services should support 
new development and have set this out within the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0.  
 
Regarding parking provision, 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 

747 Anthony Goddard GB5 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 
including 1400 extra houses, and proposed school and 
housing at Broadoaks. The population of the area has 
increased and development pressure is clear. No social 
amenities have been introduced to support the population 
increase or infrastructure improvements. The roads are at 
capacity and further development will make it worse. 

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 Core Strategy seeks to direct development to the existing urban area, where there is good 
access to services and facilities. The Site Allocations DPD seeks to maximise the efficient use 
of previously developed land through redevelopment, intensification of use and mixed use 
development. The Council agree that community facilities and local services should support 
new development and have set this out within the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0.  
 
Regarding parking provision, 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 

747 Anthony Goddard GB15 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 
including 1400 extra houses, and proposed school and 
housing at Broadoaks. The population of the area has 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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increased and development pressure is clear. No social 
amenities have been introduced to support the population 
increase or infrastructure improvements. The roads are at 
capacity and further development will make it worse. 

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 Core Strategy seeks to direct development to the existing urban area, where there is good 
access to services and facilities. The Site Allocations DPD seeks to maximise the efficient use 
of previously developed land through redevelopment, intensification of use and mixed use 
development. The Council agree that community facilities and local services should support 
new development and have set this out within the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0.  
 
Regarding parking provision, 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. 

747 Anthony Goddard GB16 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 
including 1400 extra houses, and proposed school and 
housing at Broadoaks. The population of the area has 
increased and development pressure is clear. No social 
amenities have been introduced to support the population 
increase or infrastructure improvements. The roads are at 
capacity and further development will make it worse. 

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 Core Strategy seeks to direct development to the existing urban area, where there is good 
access to services and facilities. The Site Allocations DPD seeks to maximise the efficient use 
of previously developed land through redevelopment, intensification of use and mixed use 
development. The Council agree that community facilities and local services should support 
new development and have set this out within the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0.  
 
Regarding parking provision, 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 

747 Anthony Goddard GB12 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 
including 1400 extra houses, and proposed school and 
housing at Broadoaks. The population of the area has 
increased and development pressure is clear. No social 
amenities have been introduced to support the population 
increase or infrastructure improvements. The roads are at 
capacity and further development will make it worse. 

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 Core Strategy seeks to direct development to the existing urban area, where there is good 
access to services and facilities. The Site Allocations DPD seeks to maximise the efficient use 
of previously developed land through redevelopment, intensification of use and mixed use 
development. The Council agree that community facilities and local services should support 
new development and have set this out within the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0.  
 
Regarding parking provision, 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 

747 Anthony Goddard GB13 Object to proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 
including 1400 extra houses, and proposed school and 
housing at Broadoaks. The population of the area has 
increased and development pressure is clear. No social 
amenities have been introduced to support the population 
increase or infrastructure improvements. The roads are at 
capacity and further development will make it worse. 

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 Core Strategy seeks to direct development to the existing urban area, where there is good 
access to services and facilities. The Site Allocations DPD seeks to maximise the efficient use 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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of previously developed land through redevelopment, intensification of use and mixed use 
development. The Council agree that community facilities and local services should support 
new development and have set this out within the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0.  
 
Regarding parking provision, 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. 

747 Anthony Goddard GB16 Objects to the Broadoaks proposal including a school. The 
private school will have little benefit to the local population 
and the only the school's investors will benefit. 

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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB4 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Use other land 
that is available. 

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. 
 
A key part of the process of identifying sites for development was an assessment of sites in the 
existing urban area. More information about this can be found in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB5 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Use other land 
that is available. 

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. 
 
A key part of the process of identifying sites for development was an assessment of sites in the 
existing urban area. More information about this can be found in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB15 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Use other land 
that is available. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 
 
A key part of the process of identifying sites for development was an assessment of sites in the 
existing urban area. More information about this can be found in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

747 Anthony Goddard GB16 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Use other land 
that is available. 

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. 
 
A key part of the process of identifying sites for development was an assessment of sites in the 
existing urban area. More information about this can be found in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB12 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Use other land 
that is available. 

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. 
 
A key part of the process of identifying sites for development was an assessment of sites in the 
existing urban area. More information about this can be found in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB13 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Use other land 
that is available. 

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). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 
 
A key part of the process of identifying sites for development was an assessment of sites in the 
existing urban area. More information about this can be found in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0. 

747 Anthony Goddard GB4 Most pupils attending the school will be travelling a great 
distance by car, with Parvis Road being busy already this will 
increase congestion. Any pupils travelling by public transport 
will need a bridge or underpass to cross Parvis Road. By not 
doing this would be a disaster. The existing infrastructure is 
not adequate and must be improved before any 
developments. Consider developing in other areas of the 
borough. 

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's response to infrastructure provision has been set out in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has considered around 125 sites in the Green Belt for future development needs. 
The Council has also considered a large number of sites in the existing urban area for 
development. This has been set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0 
and 11.0 as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB5 Most pupils attending the school will be travelling a great 
distance by car, with Parvis Road being busy already this will 
increase congestion. Any pupils travelling by public transport 
will need a bridge or underpass to cross Parvis Road. By not 
doing this would be a disaster. The existing infrastructure is 
not adequate and must be improved before any 
developments. Consider developing in other areas of the 
borough. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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's response to infrastructure provision has been set out in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has considered around 125 sites in the Green Belt for future development needs. 
The Council has also considered a large number of sites in the existing urban area for 
development. This has been set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0 
and 11.0 as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 

747 Anthony Goddard GB15 Most pupils attending the school will be travelling a great 
distance by car, with Parvis Road being busy already this will 
increase congestion. Any pupils travelling by public transport 
will need a bridge or underpass to cross Parvis Road. By not 
doing this would be a disaster. The existing infrastructure is 
not adequate and must be improved before any 
developments. Consider developing in other areas of the 
borough. 

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 

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. 
 
The Council's response to infrastructure provision has been set out in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has considered around 125 sites in the Green Belt for future development needs. 
The Council has also considered a large number of sites in the existing urban area for 
development. This has been set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0 
and 11.0 as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 

747 Anthony Goddard GB16 Most pupils attending the school will be travelling a great 
distance by car, with Parvis Road being busy already this will 
increase congestion. Any pupils travelling by public transport 
will need a bridge or underpass to cross Parvis Road. By not 
doing this would be a disaster. The existing infrastructure is 
not adequate and must be improved before any 
developments. Consider developing in other areas of the 
borough. 

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's response to infrastructure provision has been set out in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has considered around 125 sites in the Green Belt for future development needs. 
The Council has also considered a large number of sites in the existing urban area for 
development. This has been set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0 
and 11.0 as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

747 Anthony Goddard GB12 Most pupils attending the school will be travelling a great 
distance by car, with Parvis Road being busy already this will 
increase congestion. Any pupils travelling by public transport 
will need a bridge or underpass to cross Parvis Road. By not 
doing this would be a disaster. The existing infrastructure is 
not adequate and must be improved before any 
developments. Consider developing in other areas of the 
borough. 

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. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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's response to infrastructure provision has been set out in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has considered around 125 sites in the Green Belt for future development needs. 
The Council has also considered a large number of sites in the existing urban area for 
development. This has been set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0 
and 11.0 as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 

747 Anthony Goddard GB13 Most pupils attending the school will be travelling a great 
distance by car, with Parvis Road being busy already this will 
increase congestion. Any pupils travelling by public transport 
will need a bridge or underpass to cross Parvis Road. By not 
doing this would be a disaster. The existing infrastructure is 
not adequate and must be improved before any 
developments. Consider developing in other areas of the 
borough. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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's response to infrastructure provision has been set out in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The Council has considered around 125 sites in the Green Belt for future development needs. 
The Council has also considered a large number of sites in the existing urban area for 
development. This has been set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0 
and 11.0 as well as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA). 

1370 Gary, 
Jeanette 

Goddard GB12 Rare bird species are found in the woodland that surround 
the fields.  

Consider 
brownfield 
sites 

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. 
 
With regards to the representation about brownfield sites, please see he 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 

1370 Gary, 
Jeanette 

Goddard GB13 Rare bird species are found in the woodland that surround 
the fields.  

Consider 
brownfield 
sites 

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. 
 
With regards to the representation about brownfield sites, please see he 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 

1370 Gary, 
Jeanette 

Goddard GB12 Object to plans for Pyrford, does not think that Pyrford has 
sufficient infrastructure to support the proposals  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1370 Gary, 
Jeanette 

Goddard GB13 Object to plans for Pyrford, does not think that Pyrford has 
sufficient infrastructure to support the proposals  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1573 R Godleman GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. The amount of 
traffic generated will have a negative impact on the character 
of the village. Everyone in the area objects to the proposals 
as it is completely out of place in this area. 

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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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. 
 
The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the safeguarding of 
the proposed site has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

1573 R Godleman GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. The amount of 
traffic generated will have a negative impact on the character 
of the village. Everyone in the area objects to the proposals 
as it is completely out of place in this area. 

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. 
 
The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the safeguarding of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the proposed site has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 Concerned about climate change and increased probability 
of flooding. No proposals appear to make any efforts to 
ensure sufficient drainage/water run off 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 5.0 particularly paragraph 5.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 Concerned about climate change and increased probability 
of flooding. No proposals appear to make any efforts to 
ensure sufficient drainage/water run off 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 5.0 particularly paragraph 5.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 Local services/facilities are at capacity- e.g. appointments for 
the Heath Centre difficult to get 

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 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 Local services/facilities are at capacity- e.g. appointments for 
the Heath Centre difficult to get 

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 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 The local school is at capacity and at present takes overflow 
from the Maybury area. 

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 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 The local school is at capacity and at present takes overflow 
from the Maybury area. 

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 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 The field adjacent to Upshot Lane is said to be unsafe to 
build on due to a "Geological Fault". Several years ago the 
field on the other side of Sandy Lane, a sinkhole appeared 
suddenly.  

None stated. Ground conditions is a detail matter that any developer will investigate as part of any 
development.  
 
In addition, development proposals for allocated sites will need to comply with Development 
Plan policies and Building Regulations,  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 The field adjacent to Upshot Lane is said to be unsafe to 
build on due to a "Geological Fault". Several years ago the 
field on the other side of Sandy Lane, a sinkhole appeared 
suddenly.  

None stated. Ground conditions is a detail matter that any developer will investigate as part of any 
development.   
 
In addition, development proposals for allocated sites will need to comply with Development 
Plan policies and Building Regulations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 The proposals will create a lot of material that will need 
disposing, including rubble and soil. There is no land fill 
space left locally, so presumably local council tax will be 
used to dispose of the material. 

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.  
 
The NPPF requires the protection and enhancement of valuable soils. Best practices guidance 
by DEFRA entitled Code of practice for the sustainable use of soils on construction sites is 
available and should be used and where relevant conditions applied at the planning application 
stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 The proposals will create a lot of material that will need 
disposing, including rubble and soil. There is no land fill 
space left locally, so presumably local council tax will be 
used to dispose of the material. 

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.  
 
The NPPF requires the protection and enhancement of valuable soils. Best practices guidance 
by DEFRA entitled Code of practice for the sustainable use of soils on construction sites is 
available and should be used and where relevant conditions applied at the planning application 
stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 Will local residents be compensated for the inconvenience 
placed on them through reduced council tax? 

None stated. It is important to note that the local community will receive a proportion of CIL income that is 
received from development proposals that come forward within an area.  The exact nature of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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how the money will be spent   will be through discussions with relevant Ward members, local 
representatives and the Council. 

of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 Will local residents be compensated for the inconvenience 
placed on them through reduced council tax? 

None stated. It is important to note that the local community will receive a proportion of CIL income that is 
received from development proposals that come forward within an area.  The exact nature of 
how the money will be spent   will be through discussions with relevant Ward members, local 
representatives and the Council. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB4 Object to proposals, considers there is sufficient brownfield 
sites without developing on greenfield land. The availability 
of greenfield areas is why people choose to live in the area 
and not in the towns/cities. 

Consider 
brownfield 
sites before 
the release of 
GB land 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 11.0, 9.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB5 Object to proposals, considers there is sufficient brownfield 
sites without developing on greenfield land. The availability 
of greenfield areas is why people choose to live in the area 
and not in the towns/cities. 

Consider 
brownfield 
sites before 
the release of 
GB land 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 11.0, 9.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 Object to proposals, considers there is sufficient brownfield 
sites without developing on greenfield land. The availability 
of greenfield areas is why people choose to live in the area 
and not in the towns/cities. 

Consider 
brownfield 
sites before 
the release of 
GB land 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 11.0, 9.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 Object to proposals, considers there is sufficient brownfield 
sites without developing on greenfield land. The availability 
of greenfield areas is why people choose to live in the area 
and not in the towns/cities. 

Consider 
brownfield 
sites before 
the release of 
GB land 

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 11.0, 9.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB4 Proposals of the scale proposed will have an impact on the 
local roads. Many roads in the area, including Parvis Road 
become gridlocked at peak times.  
There is no information available on any proposed road 
improvements. This needs to be considered seriously before 
work is allowed to start.  

Consideration 
needed on 
road 
improvements 
before any 
work is 
allowed to 
start 

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 

382 Trevor Golding GB5 Proposals of the scale proposed will have an impact on the 
local roads. Many roads in the area, including Parvis Road 
become gridlocked at peak times.  
There is no information available on any proposed road 
improvements. This needs to be considered seriously before 
work is allowed to start.  

Consideration 
needed on 
road 
improvements 
before any 
work is 
allowed to 
start 

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 

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 
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. 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 Proposals of the scale proposed will have an impact on the 
local roads. Many roads in the area, including Parvis Road 
become gridlocked at peak times.  
There is no information available on any proposed road 
improvements. This needs to be considered seriously before 
work is allowed to start.  

Consideration 
needed on 
road 
improvements 
before any 
work is 
allowed to 
start 

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 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 Proposals of the scale proposed will have an impact on the 
local roads. Many roads in the area, including Parvis Road 
become gridlocked at peak times.  
There is no information available on any proposed road 
improvements. This needs to be considered seriously before 
work is allowed to start.  

Consideration 
needed on 
road 
improvements 
before any 
work is 
allowed to 
start 

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 

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. 

382 Trevor Golding GB12 Concerned that proposals will have an impact on utilities. No 
consideration given to the need for additional sewerage 
infrastructure 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

382 Trevor Golding GB13 Concerned that proposals will have an impact on utilities. No 
consideration given to the need for additional sewerage 
infrastructure 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

708 Helen Golding GB4 Byfleet frequently floods 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 

708 Helen Golding Introduction Objecting None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

708 Helen Golding Introduction Objecting None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

708 Helen Golding 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 comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8 and 3.11. 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 

708 Helen Golding GB4 There must be other land available for development rather 
than Green Belt. 

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 

790 Alannah Golding GB4 Byfleet is a flood area and defences are vital. Development 
on this scale may add to the problem and defences may 
have been overlooked. 

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 

790 Alannah Golding GB5 Byfleet is a flood area and defences are vital. Development 
on this scale may add to the problem and defences may 
have been overlooked. 

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 

790 Alannah Golding GB4 Would there be provision for additional infrastructure and 
services. 

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 

790 Alannah Golding GB5 Would there be provision for additional infrastructure and 
services. 

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 
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790 Alannah Golding GB4 Brooklands has been developed and resulted in a loss of 
green spaces. By building on Green Belt, it would destroy the 
character of the village and would result in an urban jungle. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 23.0. In addition, the proposed allocations state within the key 
requirements that development must include the provision on green infrastructure and open 
space. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

790 Alannah Golding GB5 Brooklands has been developed and resulted in a loss of 
green spaces. By building on Green Belt, it would destroy the 
character of the village and would result in an urban jungle. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and Section 23.0. In addition, the proposed allocations state within the key 
requirements that development must include the provision on green infrastructure and open 
space. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

790 Alannah Golding GB4 Concerned about proposals. The local roads are congested 
and any issues like flooding or breakdowns result in serious 
delays. It can not cope with additional traffic. The village is 
congested with parking and could affect local businesses as 
people find it hard to find parking.  

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 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. 
 
The Council note the existing highways concerns around Byfleet Local Centre. The Green Belt 
sites identified in the DPD are all within close walking and/or cycling distance to local centres 
where there is access to services and facilities. In combination with providing suitable vehicular 
access and the provision of footpaths and cycle routes, these measures should make sure that 
highways safety is not compromised and that there will be no negative impact on the village 
centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

790 Alannah Golding GB5 Concerned about proposals. The local roads are congested 
and any issues like flooding or breakdowns result in serious 
delays. It can not cope with additional traffic. The village is 
congested with parking and could affect local businesses as 
people find it hard to find parking.  

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 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 

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 note the existing highways concerns around Byfleet Local Centre. The Green Belt 
sites identified in the DPD are all within close walking and/or cycling distance to local centres 
where there is access to services and facilities. In combination with providing suitable vehicular 
access and the provision of footpaths and cycle routes, these measures should make sure that 
highways safety is not compromised and that there will be no negative impact on the village 
centre. 

931 Kate Golding GB15 The Green Belt shapes the character of the area, which will 
be lost if removed. Will consider moving if the proposal 
developed. 

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 

931 Kate Golding GB16 The Green Belt shapes the character of the area, which will 
be lost if removed. Will consider moving if the proposal 
developed. 

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 

931 Kate Golding GB15 Object to development on the Green Belt. Local 
infrastructure and service are already under pressure and 
further development will make this worse. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

931 Kate Golding GB16 Object to development on the Green Belt. Local 
infrastructure and service are already under pressure and 
further development will make this worse. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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 

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

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge GB7 Object to the 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB8 Strongly object to the proposed leisure centre, running track 
and other facilities. These are inappropriate development 
within a residential area and do not meet the Council’s own 
stated 800m separation policy.  

None stated. 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. 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB8 Strongly object. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.  

 
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. 

of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge GB9 Strongly object. 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB10 Strongly object. 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB11 Strongly object. 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 
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1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 
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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 
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1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 

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

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge General 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 
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1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB8 The additional visits per week will have negative impact on 
an already overloaded road network whilst the public 
transport in the area is dire. 

None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate 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. 
 
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB8 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB9 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB10 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB11 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB8 The hours of operation will have a major impact on residents 
and surrounding local area. It is inappropriate and shows a 
clear lack of transparency on behalf of the Council. 

None stated. 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 Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the 
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions 
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The 
Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Woking.  compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB9 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 

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.  

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB9 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 

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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local area will make this much worse. There are also very 
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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. 

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. 
 
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.  

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

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

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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. 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 
and heritage assets. 

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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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.  

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 

1658 Laura Golledge GB8 Accept that the proposed secondary school represents a 
special circumstance for development in the Green Belt, and 
I support the mitigation measures noted for the school. 

None stated. Support for the principle of a secondary school on the site, combined with suitable mitigation 
measures, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1658 Laura Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

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

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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 

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

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB7 Object to the 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 Strongly object to the proposed leisure centre, running track 
and other facilities. These are inappropriate development 
within a residential area and do not meet the Council’s own 
stated 800m separation policy.  

None stated. 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. 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 Strongly object. 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB9 Strongly object. 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB10 Strongly object. 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB11 Strongly object. 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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any future detailed planning application stage. 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 
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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.   

of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Monitoring (SAMM). 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 
 

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). 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge General 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 The additional visits per week will have negative impact on 
an already overloaded road network whilst the public 
transport in the area is dire. 

None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate 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. 
 
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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: 

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

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB9 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB10 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB11 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 The hours of operation will have a major impact on residents 
and surrounding local area. It is inappropriate and shows a 
clear lack of transparency on behalf of the Council. 

None stated. 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 Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the 
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions 
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The 
Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB9 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

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

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB9 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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. 

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. 
 
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.  

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 
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1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 
and heritage assets. 

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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.  

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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 Accept that the proposed secondary school represents a 
special circumstance for development in the Green Belt, and 
I support the mitigation measures noted for the school. 

None stated. Support for the principle of a secondary school on the site, combined with suitable mitigation 
measures, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge GB8 WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of 

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 
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land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or 
not. 

of this representation 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1659 Jeffrey Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Areas of Mayford 
are recommended to be released from the Green Belt to 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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create a defensible boundary. The proposed changes would 
create a weaker boundary due to the removal of the 
escarpment. 

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. 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB7 Object to the 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB8 Strongly object to the proposed leisure centre, running track 
and other facilities. These are inappropriate development 
within a residential area and do not meet the Council’s own 
stated 800m separation policy.  

None stated. 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. It is 

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

1660 Wendy Golledge GB8 Strongly object. 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB9 Strongly object. 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB10 Strongly object. 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB11 Strongly object. 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 
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1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 
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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 
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of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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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1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge General 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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1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB8 The additional visits per week will have negative impact on 
an already overloaded road network whilst the public 
transport in the area is dire. 

None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate 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. 
 
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB8 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB9 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB10 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB11 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB8 The hours of operation will have a major impact on residents 
and surrounding local area. It is inappropriate and shows a 
clear lack of transparency on behalf of the Council. 

None stated. 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 Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the 
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions 
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report. 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

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.  

1660 Wendy Golledge GB9 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

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

1660 Wendy Golledge GB9 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

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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local area will make this much worse. There are also very 
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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. 

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. 
 
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.  

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

and public transport where feasible. 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 
and heritage assets. 

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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.  

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 

1660 Wendy Golledge GB8 Accept that the proposed secondary school represents a 
special circumstance for development in the Green Belt, and 
I support the mitigation measures noted for the school. 

None stated. Support for the principle of a secondary school on the site, combined with suitable mitigation 
measures, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1660 Wendy Golledge 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 
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1660 Wendy Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB7 Object to the 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB8 Strongly object to the proposed leisure centre, running track 
and other facilities. These are inappropriate development 
within a residential area and do not meet the Council’s own 
stated 800m separation policy.  

None stated. 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. 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB8 Strongly object. 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB9 Strongly object. 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB10 Strongly object. 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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1669 Joshua Golledge GB11 Strongly object. 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 
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 
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1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

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). 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

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). 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge General 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB8 The additional visits per week will have negative impact on 
an already overloaded road network whilst the public 
transport in the area is dire. 

None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision 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.  

1669 Joshua Golledge GB8 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB9 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB10 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB11 The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB8 The hours of operation will have a major impact on residents 
and surrounding local area. It is inappropriate and shows a 
clear lack of transparency on behalf of the Council. 

None stated. 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 Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the 
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions 
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The 
Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Mayford will become part of Greater 
Woking.  

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. 
 
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of 
the proposal. However 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. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB9 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

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.  

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1669 Joshua Golledge GB9 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

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

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. Further developments in the local 
area will increase the traffic issues. 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 TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 
 
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 
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1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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. 
Saunders Lane is too narrow, vehicles speed along the road 
at present and houses are built up right to the road edge. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 
and heritage assets. 

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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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.  

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 

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 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.  

1669 Joshua Golledge GB8 Accept that the proposed secondary school represents a 
special circumstance for development in the Green Belt, and 
I support the mitigation measures noted for the school. 

None stated. Support for the principle of a secondary school on the site, combined with suitable mitigation 
measures, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1669 Joshua Golledge 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 

1019 Maria Gomez GB12 Will remove tranquillity, views of fields and nature habitats. None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0 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, CS21 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. The key 
requirements also note that proposals should conduct landscape assessment/ecological 
survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable landscape features  
 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

205 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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. 

1019 Maria Gomez GB12 Object to housing development on the site. The Green Belt 
forms an essential part of the community and the reason why 
people live here. 

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 

1019 Maria Gomez GB12 Will cause ecological impact, water and sewerage impact 
and other infrastructure problems. 

None stated. 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. 
 
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 representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1019 Maria Gomez GB12 The road network is already at capacity 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 

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. 

59 Clare Goodberry GB12 Your own advisors Peter Brett Associates did not 
recommend one of these fields for release. Why are you 
being pressured by influential landowners to now consider 
historical and agricultural land suitable for release as 
housing? 

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 

59 Clare Goodberry GB12 The Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum, made up of many local 
residents, has made representations which have been 
ignored and not even replied to. What more are your own 
residents supposed to do to voice their serious concerns 
over the boroughs attempts to force through ill thought out 
plans. 

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 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 

59 Clare Goodberry GB12 This is an historical part of a very old village with a number of 
ancient monuments. The village has already grown out of all 
proportion, releasing this land will further diminish its 
character. 

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 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 and it is not expected that the proposals will 
compromise the overall purpose of the Green Belt. It is also not expected that the proposals 
will adversely affect the heritage assets of the area. This particular issue is addressed in detail 
in Section 19 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, in 
particular, as highlighted in Section 23 of the Issues and Matters Topic, the Council does not 
expect that the proposals will destroy the general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

59 Clare Goodberry GB12 Lack of communication between the Borough and Guildford 
Borough Council is looking like resulting in Wisley Airfield 
under going massive development. While in a different 
Borough, this site is very close to the Upshot Lane site’s by 
road. The combination of all these sites will put unrealistic 
and unworkable pressure on already strained infrastructure. 
West Byfleet is the closest railway station and village to both 
Pyrford and Wisley; this will be an additional 2,500 homes 
seeking to use the station and amenities which is already at 
capacity. Many of these roads are small country lanes, they 
cannot and should not be 
 
experiencing the type of traffic these developments would 
expect of them. 

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 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. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the 
Council has been working with its neighbouring authorities to address strategic planning 
matters that crosses administrative boundaries. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

59 Clare Goodberry GB12 The sites are not close to any public transport and will further 
damage the environment via increased car born activity. 

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 

59 Clare Goodberry GB13 Your own advisors Peter Brett Associates did not 
recommend one of these fields for release. Why are you 
being pressured by influential landowners to now consider 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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historical and agricultural land suitable for release as 
housing? 

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. 

59 Clare Goodberry GB13 The Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum, made up of many local 
residents, has made representations which have been 
ignored and not even replied to. What more are your own 
residents supposed to do to voice their serious concerns 
over the boroughs attempts to force through ill thought out 
plans. 

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 

59 Clare Goodberry GB13 This is an historical part of a very old village with a number of 
ancient monuments. The village has already grown out of all 
proportion, releasing this land will further diminish its 
character. 

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 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 and it is not expected that the proposals will 
compromise the overall purpose of the Green Belt. It is also not expected that the proposals 
will adversely affect the heritage assets of the area. This particular issue is addressed in detail 
in Section 19 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Based on the evidence, in 
particular, as highlighted in Section 23 of the Issues and Matters Topic, the Council does not 
expect that the proposals will destroy the general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

59 Clare Goodberry GB13 Lack of communication between the Borough and Guildford 
Borough Council is looking like resulting in Wisley Airfield 
under going massive development. While in a different 
Borough, this site is very close to the Upshot Lane site’s by 
road. The combination of all these sites will put unrealistic 
and unworkable pressure on already strained infrastructure. 
West Byfleet is the closest railway station and village to both 
Pyrford and Wisley; this will be an additional 2,500 homes 
seeking to use the station and amenities which is already at 
capacity. Many of these roads are small country lanes, they 
cannot and should not be 
 
experiencing the type of traffic these developments would 
expect of them. 

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. As part of the Duty to Cooperate, the Council has 
been working with its neighbouring authorities to make sure that development of cross 
boundary impacts are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation put in place to address any 
adverse impacts. This include discussions about the allocation of the Wisley Airfield for 
development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

59 Clare Goodberry GB13 The sites are not close to any public transport and will further 
damage the environment via increased car born activity. 

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 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB12 Out well meaning and professional organisation, the Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum, has made representations what have 
been ignored and not even replied to. What more are 
residents supposed to do to raise their serious concerns on 
ill thought out plans? 

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. Responding to this (Regulation 18) 
consultation is the correct method and time for residents and all other stakeholders to voice 
their concerns. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1400 Ben Goodberry GB13 Out well meaning and professional organisation, the Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum, has made representations what have 
been ignored and not even replied to. What more are 
residents supposed to do to raise their serious concerns on 
ill thought out plans? 

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. Responding to this (Regulation 18) 
consultation is the correct method and time for residents and all other stakeholders to voice 
their concerns. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB12 This is a historical part of a very old village with a number of 
ancient monuments. The village has already grown out of all 
proportion and releasing this land will further diminish its 
character. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 19.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB13 This is a historical part of a very old village with a number of 
ancient monuments. The village has already grown out of all 
proportion and releasing this land will further diminish its 
character. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 19.0, 21.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB12 States there is a lack of communication between Woking and 
Guildford Councils, in terms of coordinating development and 
infrastructure. Massive development at Wisley, alongside 
these sites, will put unrealistic pressure on already strained 
infrastructure, particularly trains services from West Byfleet 
and increased traffic on small country lanes. 

None stated. The Council has engaged with Guildford Borough Council, and other neighbouring authorities, 
in the preparation of this document, through this consultation and in line with the (nationally 
set) Duty to Cooperate. This is detailed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
paragraph 6.2. The representation is further addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and in Section 24.0. In terms of train 
capacity, the point raised 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 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB13 States there is a lack of communication between Woking and 
Guildford Councils, in terms of coordinating development and 
infrastructure. Massive development at Wisley, alongside 
these sites, will put unrealistic pressure on already strained 
infrastructure, particularly trains services from West Byfleet 
and increased traffic on small country lanes. 

None stated. The Council has engaged with Guildford Borough Council, and other neighbouring authorities, 
in the preparation of this document, through this consultation and in line with the (nationally 
set) Duty to Cooperate. This is detailed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
paragraph 6.2. The representation is further addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and in Section 24.0. In terms of train 
capacity, the point raised 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 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB12 The sites are not close to public transport and will further 
damage the environment via increased car journeys. 

None stated. The point about the lack of proximity to 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 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB13 The sites are not close to public transport and will further 
damage the environment via increased car journeys. 

None stated. The point about the lack of proximity to 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 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB12 Objects to the proposals. The Council's own advisors did not 
recommend one of the fields for release from the Green Belt. 
Why are you pressurised by influential landowners to 
consider historical and agricultural land suitable for release 
as housing? 

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 

1400 Ben Goodberry GB13 Objects to the proposals. The Council's own advisors did not 
recommend one of the fields for release from the Green Belt. 
Why are you pressurised by influential landowners to 
consider historical and agricultural land suitable for release 
as housing? 

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 
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280 Ellen Goode 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 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

280 Ellen Goode 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB9 The A320 is already congested. The proposed Hoe Valley 
School will create more congestion and increase pedestrian 
traffic which will have an impact on road safety. 
 
The need for the new school is being used as a justification 
for release of large areas of GB land. The openness of the 
area will be not be maintained as the GBBR suggests. 

None stated. The case for releasing Green Belt land for development is set out in Section 1.0. The Council 
believe that the case for releasing Green Belt land to meet future development needs has 
already (or can be) been established and is consistent with national policy. 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.    
 
The application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans, the County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB8 Object to removal of GB land at Mayford. 
Government policy states that GB boundaries should only be 
changed in exceptional circumstances. Housing need should 
not justify the release for inappropriate development. 
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
Reconsider proposals in the GB, proposals are contrary to 
GB principles.  

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 , Section 2.0, Section 12 and Section 15. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB9 Object to removal of GB land at Mayford. 
Government policy states that GB boundaries should only be 
changed in exceptional circumstances. Housing need should 
not justify the release for inappropriate development. 
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
Reconsider proposals in the GB, proposals are contrary to 
GB principles.  

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 , Section 2.0, Section 12 and Section 15. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB10 Object to removal of GB land at Mayford. 
Government policy states that GB boundaries should only be 
changed in exceptional circumstances. Housing need should 
not justify the release for inappropriate development. 
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
Reconsider proposals in the GB, proposals are contrary to 
GB principles.  

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 , Section 2.0, Section 12 and Section 15. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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292 Mary Goodman GB11 Object to removal of GB land at Mayford. 
Government policy states that GB boundaries should only be 
changed in exceptional circumstances. Housing need should 
not justify the release for inappropriate development. 
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
Reconsider proposals in the GB, proposals are contrary to 
GB principles.  

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 , Section 2.0, Section 12 and Section 15. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB14 Object to removal of GB land at Mayford. 
Government policy states that GB boundaries should only be 
changed in exceptional circumstances. Housing need should 
not justify the release for inappropriate development. 
Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated. 
Reconsider proposals in the GB, proposals are contrary to 
GB principles.  

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 , Section 2.0, Section 12 and Section 15. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB7 Object to GB7. Mayford already makes significant 
contribution towards provision for travellers. Object to further 
expansion.  
Note that previous applications have been refused.  

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 Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB8 Significant development in Westfield is already under 
construction with no infrastructure provision.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB9 Significant development in Westfield is already under 
construction with no infrastructure provision.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB10 Significant development in Westfield is already under 
construction with no infrastructure provision.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
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 

292 Mary Goodman GB11 Significant development in Westfield is already under 
construction with no infrastructure provision.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB14 Significant development in Westfield is already under 
construction with no infrastructure provision.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB8 Mayford has limited services/facilities and roads are not 
currently adequate to serve the proposed level of 
development 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 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 is working with the relevant public transport 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB9 Mayford has limited services/facilities and roads are not 
currently adequate to serve the proposed level of 
development 

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. 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 is working with the relevant public transport 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB10 Mayford has limited services/facilities and roads are not 
currently adequate to serve the proposed level of 
development 

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. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
The Council is working with the relevant public transport 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 

292 Mary Goodman GB11 Mayford has limited services/facilities and roads are not 
currently adequate to serve the proposed level of 
development 

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. 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 is working with the relevant public transport 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB14 Mayford has limited services/facilities and roads are not 
currently adequate to serve the proposed level of 
development 

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. 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 is working with the relevant public transport 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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292 Mary Goodman GB8 The A320 is already congested. The proposed Hoe Valley 
School will create more congestion and increase pedestrian 
traffic which will have an impact on road safety. 
 
The need for the new school is being used as a justification 
for release of large areas of GB land. The openness of the 
area will be not be maintained as the GBBR suggests. 

None stated. The case for releasing Green Belt land for development is set out in Section 1.0. The Council 
believe that the case for releasing Green Belt land to meet future development needs has 
already (or can be) been established and is consistent with national policy. 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.    
 
The application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans, the County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB10 The A320 is already congested. The proposed Hoe Valley 
School will create more congestion and increase pedestrian 
traffic which will have an impact on road safety. 
 
The need for the new school is being used as a justification 
for release of large areas of GB land. The openness of the 
area will be not be maintained as the GBBR suggests. 

None stated. The case for releasing Green Belt land for development is set out in Section 1.0. The Council 
believe that the case for releasing Green Belt land to meet future development needs has 
already (or can be) been established and is consistent with national policy. 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.    
 
The application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans, the County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB11 The A320 is already congested. The proposed Hoe Valley 
School will create more congestion and increase pedestrian 
traffic which will have an impact on road safety. 
 
The need for the new school is being used as a justification 
for release of large areas of GB land. The openness of the 
area will be not be maintained as the GBBR suggests. 

None stated. The case for releasing Green Belt land for development is set out in Section 1.0. The Council 
believe that the case for releasing Green Belt land to meet future development needs has 
already (or can be) been established and is consistent with national policy. 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.    
 
The application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans, the County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB14 The A320 is already congested. The proposed Hoe Valley 
School will create more congestion and increase pedestrian 
traffic which will have an impact on road safety. 
 
The need for the new school is being used as a justification 
for release of large areas of GB land. The openness of the 
area will be not be maintained as the GBBR suggests. 

None stated. The case for releasing Green Belt land for development is set out in Section 1.0. The Council 
believe that the case for releasing Green Belt land to meet future development needs has 
already (or can be) been established and is consistent with national policy. 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.    
 
The application was accompanied with a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans, the County 
Highway authority did not raise any objection to the application subject to conditions. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB8 The GBBR is flawed, it does not take into consideration the 
special character of Mayford nor the importance the GB here 
to maintain the separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, Section 12.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB9 The GBBR is flawed, it does not take into consideration the 
special character of Mayford nor the importance the GB here 
to maintain the separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, Section 12.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB10 The GBBR is flawed, it does not take into consideration the 
special character of Mayford nor the importance the GB here 
to maintain the separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, Section 12.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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292 Mary Goodman GB11 The GBBR is flawed, it does not take into consideration the 
special character of Mayford nor the importance the GB here 
to maintain the separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, Section 12.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB14 The GBBR is flawed, it does not take into consideration the 
special character of Mayford nor the importance the GB here 
to maintain the separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, Section 12.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB8 Unused GB land are easy targets to address development 
pressures, however brownfield sites should be considered 
first 

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 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB9 Unused GB land are easy targets to address development 
pressures, however brownfield sites should be considered 
first 

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 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB10 Unused GB land are easy targets to address development 
pressures, however brownfield sites should be considered 
first 

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 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB11 Unused GB land are easy targets to address development 
pressures, however brownfield sites should be considered 
first 

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 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

292 Mary Goodman GB14 Unused GB land are easy targets to address development 
pressures, however brownfield sites should be considered 
first 

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 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

329 Ross Goodman GB15 The increase of population will place significant stress on 
local services and utilities (doctors, schools, hospital, 
sewage, water) 

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 

329 Ross Goodman GB16 The increase of population will place significant stress on 
local services and utilities (doctors, schools, hospital, 
sewage, water) 

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 

329 Ross Goodman General Central government requires the identification of all possible 
brownfield sites to meet housing needs.  
WBC has not thoroughly considered alternatives before the 
release of GB land.  
WBC commissioned an expensive study (GBBR) to consider 
GB release, a equivalent brownfield study should have been 
commissioned. The brownfield study undertaken by WBC 
staff is not acceptable. 

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 

329 Ross Goodman GB15 All available evidence does not support development along 
Parvis Road.  
The SA for GB15 is irrational and unrealistic.  

Reconsider 
the evidence 
and abandon 
proposals for 
GB15 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.13, Section 8.0, Section 9.0 and Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

329 Ross Goodman GB16 All available evidence does not support development along 
Parvis Road.  
The SA for GB15 is irrational and unrealistic.  

Reconsider 
the evidence 
and abandon 
proposals for 
GB15 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.13, Section 8.0, Section 9.0 and Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

329 Ross Goodman GB15 All available evidence does not support development along 
Parvis Road.  
The SA for GB15 is irrational and unrealistic.  

Reconsider 
the evidence 
and abandon 
proposals for 
GB15 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.13, Section 8.0, Section 9.0 and Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

329 Ross Goodman GB15 Concerned that GB15 and GB16 will create significant 
problems to the east of the Borough which can not be 
successfully mitigated against to any meaningful extent. 

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 
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329 Ross Goodman GB16 Concerned that GB15 and GB16 will create significant 
problems to the east of the Borough which can not be 
successfully mitigated against to any meaningful extent. 

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 

329 Ross Goodman General The GBBR contains contradictions and flaws. It relies too 
heavily on outdated evidence.  
For example, WBC should carry out Landscape Character 
Assessments and Conservation Area appraisals before 
making recommendations.  
Central government requires up to date studies of these 
matters before any decisions are made about GB removal. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 8.0, 10.0, 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

329 Ross Goodman GB15 The development of GB15 and GB16 will result in a local 
population increase of 35%. The increase will cause 
significant strain on the highways/transport infrastructure. 
The GBBR Sensitivity Test Strategic Transport Assessment 
does not appear to have been considered in the GBBR 
report (its not listed in the report).  
The transport assessment clearly indicates that the proposed 
development will have major degrading impacts on the A245 
and other local roads. 
It also confirms that the present congestion problems are 
unacceptable. 
All traffic studies carried out over the last 25 years, either by 
Central or County Government, concluded that the traffic 
congestion on the A245 through West Byfleet was at the limit 
and any further development could only greatly worsen the 
situation and that there is no scope for improvement.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure, 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, 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 

329 Ross Goodman GB16 The development of GB15 and GB16 will result in a local 
population increase of 35%. The increase will cause 
significant strain on the highways/transport infrastructure. 
The GBBR Sensitivity Test Strategic Transport Assessment 
does not appear to have been considered in the GBBR 
report (its not listed in the report).  
The transport assessment clearly indicates that the proposed 
development will have major degrading impacts on the A245 
and other local roads. 
It also confirms that the present congestion problems are 
unacceptable. 
All traffic studies carried out over the last 25 years, either by 
Central or County Government, concluded that the traffic 
congestion on the A245 through West Byfleet was at the limit 
and any further development could only greatly worsen the 
situation and that there is no scope for improvement.  

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure, 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, 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 

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. 

329 Ross Goodman GB15 There are inconsistencies in the evidence and the sites 
selected to accommodate future development in the Site 
Allocation.  
The GBBR considered West Hall to have low suitability for 
removal from the GB but then selects the site because it is 
available for development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0,17.0 and 8.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

495 John Goodman General Suggests a new potential development site at Woking 
Football Club, Kingfield Road, Woking, GU22 9AA. Proposes 
that the football club and associated uses are relocated and 
the site allocated for future residential development. 

Woking 
Football Club, 
Kingfield 
Road, Woking, 
GU22 9AA: 
We would 
propose that 
the football 
club and 
associated 
uses are 
relocated to 
another site 
within the area 
and the site 
that the club 
currently sits 
on be 
allocated for 
future 
residential 
development. 
The site is 
5.43 acres. A 
plan of the site 
will be 
forwarded to 
the 
council by 
separate 
cover. 

The site has been assessed for its allocation in the DPD. Based on the assessment, the site is 
rejected for allocation in the DPD because of the significant loss of a sport and recreational 
facility without a clear proposal of where an alternative provision would be made. A 
sustainability appraisal has been carried to justify the decision of the Council on this particular 
proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman GB16 It is important that any development proposal for Broadoaks 
pays due consideration to the impact on traffic/congestion 
(particularly in relation to a proposals for a school). 

None stated. 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 

1255 Nora Goodman General Does not trust that the proposals will result in the loss of 
1.69% of GB in the borough. Proposals are focussed 
towards the east of the borough, resulting in a loss of 40% 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1255 Nora Goodman General Adjoining Boroughs also have plans to release GB land for 
development. E.g. Guildford BC have plans for 2500 homes 
at the old Wisley airport. Development of this area will have 
knock on effects for West Byfleet. This will increase 
congestion and pressure on shops and the railway station 
(residents unlikely to use Effingham Station). West Byfleet 
Station has already seen a dramatic increase in passengers 
since 2009.  

None stated. The Council has comprehensively explained why some areas of the Green Belt land will be 
required to be released to meet the housing need for the borough. This is set out in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
Adjoining authorities will be under similar pressures to deliver housing to address the unmet 
housing need. Under the Duty to Cooperate the Council will have to work with neighbouring 
authorities to explore whether the unmet need can be met in their areas. Additionally, the 
Council will work constructively and positively with adjoining authorities and key stakeholders 
to consider cross boundary strategic matters, including the potential cumulative impact of 
development proposals. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman General Considers it sad that GB is being proposed for development. 
The GB is vital to protect urban sprawl. Government minister 
have reaffirmed that housing need is unlikely to outweigh 
harm to the GB or that it constitutes very special 
circumstances.  
The Government supports the protection of the GB and has 
stated that Council's do not have to meet housing need if the 
only way this can be achieved is through the use of GB. 
Plans can pass the test of soundness where authorities have 
not been able to justify land for growth. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1255 Nora Goodman General Considers it poor democracy that the responses received 
have not been published online. Understands that these will 
eventually be available at the Council office however this is 
not sufficient as no one will have the time to visit the offices 
to view them. Is there a good reason for this? 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 6.0. Reponses received at Regulation 18 consultation are now 
available online, with hard copies available at the Civic Offices.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman General Object to the release of GB in West Byfleet. The GB is 
already being steadily eroded by allowable development.  
Fin the document and mass of data difficult for the layman to 
assimilate, analyse and comment on. The average person 
does not have the expertise or time to review the information. 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper Section 6.0 and 8.0. The Council has made the information as accessible 
as possible and has published all supporting information to ensure transparency and to 
demonstrate that the DPD is supported by a comprehensive and robust evidence base.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman General WBC have not fully and professionally investigated 
brownfield sites. Concerned that the GBBR was carried out 
by planning consultants whereas the SHLAA was carried out 
be Council officers therefore does not believe that there has 
been a full exhausted assessment of all brownfield sites. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 particularly 1.7, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0. 
The SHLAA is a thorough and comprehensive evidence base that was undertaken by 
professional Planners, who are also Council Officers.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 West Hall is a valuable recreational area and Dodds Lane is 
a popular public footpath that lea to the Wey Navigation- 
many ramblers, runners, mums with pushchairs, cyclists and 
dog walkers regularly use this footpath.  
The uninterrupted country views from here should be 
protected. 
The proposed development will ruin the amenity of the area 
and result in the loss of recreational facilities. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 paragraph 3.7, 21.0 and 23.0. 
 
This representation 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 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 Highlights the need to consult the National Trust. 
 
Requests confirmation that the consultants who carried out 
the GBBR had actually visited the site before recommending 
it. 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 CS21, 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. 
 
With regards the representation on the Green Belt Boundary Review this has been addressed 
in Section 10.0 and 17.0 
 
National Trust  have been consulted as part of the regulation 18 consultation. Their 
representation can be found under Rep ID 547 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1255 Nora Goodman GB4 No consideration has been given to road infrastructure. The 
A245 will be most affected and yet the Council's solution is to 
retrospectively assess and mitigate against problems. It is 
already well known as being extremely busy due to its 
proximity to the A3 and M25 and is often gridlocked. Pyrford 
Road leading up to West Byfleet can have significant 
queues.  
 
There are no realistic solutions that can mitigate the scale of 
proposals, potential measures could include new traffic 
lights, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, road widening- 
however this will have knock on effects and will lead to 
bottlenecks further down the line. 
The Council should be realistic about what can be done to 
curb the reliance on the car in particular when reviewing the 
demographic of the area e.g. older residents would struggle 
to walk long distances. The walking distances set out in the 
report are too far. 
 
Development that is going to exacerbate existing congestion 
and have a negative impact on road safety should not be 
permitted. The development will also have a negative impact 
on air quality and therefore should not come forward. 

Anomaly in the 
Report/Site 
Allocation 
Document- 
one suggests 
it is too far 
from the local 
centre and 
another 
suggests it 
isn't. 

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 

1255 Nora Goodman GB5 No consideration has been given to road infrastructure. The 
A245 will be most affected and yet the Council's solution is to 
retrospectively assess and mitigate against problems. It is 
already well known as being extremely busy due to its 
proximity to the A3 and M25 and is often gridlocked. Pyrford 
Road leading up to West Byfleet can have significant 
queues.  
 
There are no realistic solutions that can mitigate the scale of 
proposals, potential measures could include new traffic 
lights, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, road widening- 
however this will have knock on effects and will lead to 
bottlenecks further down the line. 
The Council should be realistic about what can be done to 
curb the reliance on the car in particular when reviewing the 
demographic of the area e.g. older residents would struggle 
to walk long distances. The walking distances set out in the 
report are too far. 
 
Development that is going to exacerbate existing congestion 
and have a negative impact on road safety should not be 
permitted. The development will also have a negative impact 
on air quality and therefore should not come forward. 

Anomaly in the 
Report/Site 
Allocation 
Document- 
one suggests 
it is too far 
from the local 
centre and 
another 
suggests it 
isn't. 

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 

1255 Nora Goodman GB12 No consideration has been given to road infrastructure. The 
A245 will be most affected and yet the Council's solution is to 
retrospectively assess and mitigate against problems. It is 
already well known as being extremely busy due to its 
proximity to the A3 and M25 and is often gridlocked. Pyrford 
Road leading up to West Byfleet can have significant 
queues.  
 

Anomaly in the 
Report/Site 
Allocation 
Document- 
one suggests 
it is too far 
from the local 
centre and 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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There are no realistic solutions that can mitigate the scale of 
proposals, potential measures could include new traffic 
lights, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, road widening- 
however this will have knock on effects and will lead to 
bottlenecks further down the line. 
The Council should be realistic about what can be done to 
curb the reliance on the car in particular when reviewing the 
demographic of the area e.g. older residents would struggle 
to walk long distances. The walking distances set out in the 
report are too far. 
 
Development that is going to exacerbate existing congestion 
and have a negative impact on road safety should not be 
permitted. The development will also have a negative impact 
on air quality and therefore should not come forward. 

another 
suggests it 
isn't. 

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. 

1255 Nora Goodman GB13 No consideration has been given to road infrastructure. The 
A245 will be most affected and yet the Council's solution is to 
retrospectively assess and mitigate against problems. It is 
already well known as being extremely busy due to its 
proximity to the A3 and M25 and is often gridlocked. Pyrford 
Road leading up to West Byfleet can have significant 
queues.  
 
There are no realistic solutions that can mitigate the scale of 
proposals, potential measures could include new traffic 
lights, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, road widening- 
however this will have knock on effects and will lead to 
bottlenecks further down the line. 
The Council should be realistic about what can be done to 
curb the reliance on the car in particular when reviewing the 
demographic of the area e.g. older residents would struggle 
to walk long distances. The walking distances set out in the 
report are too far. 
 
Development that is going to exacerbate existing congestion 
and have a negative impact on road safety should not be 
permitted. The development will also have a negative impact 
on air quality and therefore should not come forward. 

Anomaly in the 
Report/Site 
Allocation 
Document- 
one suggests 
it is too far 
from the local 
centre and 
another 
suggests it 
isn't. 

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 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 No consideration has been given to road infrastructure. The 
A245 will be most affected and yet the Council's solution is to 
retrospectively assess and mitigate against problems. It is 
already well known as being extremely busy due to its 
proximity to the A3 and M25 and is often gridlocked. Pyrford 
Road leading up to West Byfleet can have significant 
queues.  
 
There are no realistic solutions that can mitigate the scale of 
proposals, potential measures could include new traffic 
lights, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, road widening- 
however this will have knock on effects and will lead to 
bottlenecks further down the line. 
The Council should be realistic about what can be done to 
curb the reliance on the car in particular when reviewing the 

Anomaly in the 
Report/Site 
Allocation 
Document- 
one suggests 
it is too far 
from the local 
centre and 
another 
suggests it 
isn't. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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demographic of the area e.g. older residents would struggle 
to walk long distances. The walking distances set out in the 
report are too far. 
 
Development that is going to exacerbate existing congestion 
and have a negative impact on road safety should not be 
permitted. The development will also have a negative impact 
on air quality and therefore should not come forward. 

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. 

1255 Nora Goodman GB16 No consideration has been given to road infrastructure. The 
A245 will be most affected and yet the Council's solution is to 
retrospectively assess and mitigate against problems. It is 
already well known as being extremely busy due to its 
proximity to the A3 and M25 and is often gridlocked. Pyrford 
Road leading up to West Byfleet can have significant 
queues.  
 
There are no realistic solutions that can mitigate the scale of 
proposals, potential measures could include new traffic 
lights, roundabouts, pedestrian crossings, road widening- 
however this will have knock on effects and will lead to 
bottlenecks further down the line. 
The Council should be realistic about what can be done to 
curb the reliance on the car in particular when reviewing the 
demographic of the area e.g. older residents would struggle 
to walk long distances. The walking distances set out in the 
report are too far. 
 
Development that is going to exacerbate existing congestion 
and have a negative impact on road safety should not be 
permitted. The development will also have a negative impact 
on air quality and therefore should not come forward. 

Anomaly in the 
Report/Site 
Allocation 
Document- 
one suggests 
it is too far 
from the local 
centre and 
another 
suggests it 
isn't. 

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 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 Proposals for West Byfleet, Byfleet and Pyrford will increase 
the population by 34%. Local service, infrastructure and 
utilities are already under pressure. The services and 
facilities in West Byfleet serve the residents in all these areas 
at present. All have long waiting times. These will not cope 
with future demands. 
 
If the requirement is to build homes based on demand, why 
are homes in Woking being advertised to Londoners? 
Shouldn’t they be encouraged to move to less populated 
areas? 

None stated. This representation 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 

1255 Nora Goodman GB16 Proposals for West Byfleet, Byfleet and Pyrford will increase 
the population by 34%. Local service, infrastructure and 
utilities are already under pressure. The services and 
facilities in West Byfleet serve the residents in all these areas 
at present. All have long waiting times. These will not cope 
with future demands. 

None stated. This representation 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 

1255 Nora Goodman General The GBBR identifies a number of GB sites in Woking for 
development however WBC have selected on a 
disproportionate amount to the east of the Borough in 
Pyrford, Byfleet and West Byfleet. No attempt has been 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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made to spread the growth more evenly, for all areas to take 
a small share.  

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. 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 The proposal for West Hall will erode the green space 
between the villages, making them closer. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 The GBBR suggests that only part of the West Hall site 
remain GB however the rest of the site is unsuitable for 
reasons of flooding and noise from the M25.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper see Section 10.0, 17.0 and 5.0 
 
With regards to the representation noise, 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 caused by noise pollution. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements relating noise and ground 
contamination. 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 

1255 Nora Goodman General Does not understand why West Byfleet is designated as a 
district centre or an area of financial development with links 
to London.  
West Byfleet is a small shopping centre, it has a railway line, 
small industrial estate and numerous empty office buildings. 
This demonstrates little demand for office floorspace here.  
Suggests that the office floorspace should be converted to 
residential use. There is no room for expansion. Expansion 
would increase congestion and parking problems, which will 
deter shoppers from visiting the centre. 

None stated. West Byfleet is a designated District Centre where Core Strategy CS3 applies. West Byfleet is 
the second largest centre in the Borough after Woking Town Centre. It has been designated a 
District Centre due to size, range of uses and accessibility. West Byfleet has its own train 
station, library, supermarket, a range of retail uses and restaurants.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1255 Nora Goodman GB15 The GBBR report is flawed. The assessment identifies 
significant landscape concerns with the site but then 
concludes that the site is the most sustainable in terms of 
location.  
It is noted that the 'sustainable' factor does not include 
infrastructure.  
The final list of preferred sites does not repeat earlier 
landscape concerns. 
The selection process is inconsistent. The site appears that 
to be selected on the basis of willingness of the owner to sell 
it. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, particularly paragraph 10.3-10.4 and Section 8.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1215 Duncan Goodwin 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 site 
should not be 
included in the 
DPD. 

The matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. The Council is satisfied that the Site will be available for development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1687 Angela Goodwin GB8 Objecting None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1687 Angela Goodwin GB9 Objecting None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1687 Angela Goodwin GB10 Objecting None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1687 Angela Goodwin GB11 Objecting None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1687 Angela Goodwin 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 

112 Beverley Goodson-
Keynes 

GB12 Residents of Pyrford who moved here because of the natural 
beauty and green landscape. Object to the proposals as they 
will have a negative impact on the landscape and 
environment here 

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 

112 Beverley Gooon-Keynes GB13 Residents of Pyrford who moved here because of the natural 
beauty and green landscape. Object to the proposals as they 
will have a negative impact on the landscape and 
environment here 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1262 William Gorman 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 

1262 William Gorman 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 

1262 William Gorman GB10 WBC has a duty to ensure all development to contribute to  
landscape and townscape character of the surrounding area. 
Proposals should conserve and enhance the existing 
character, particularly locally valued features, including 
heathlands, escarpments, canals and rivers.  

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 

1262 William Gorman GB11 WBC has a duty to ensure all development to contribute to  
landscape and townscape character of the surrounding area. 
Proposals should conserve and enhance the existing 
character, particularly locally valued features, including 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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heathlands, escarpments, canals and rivers.  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  

1262 William Gorman GB14 WBC has a duty to ensure all development to contribute to  
landscape and townscape character of the surrounding area. 
Proposals should conserve and enhance the existing 
character, particularly locally valued features, including 
heathlands, escarpments, canals and rivers.  

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 

1262 William Gorman 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, such as school, shops, medical 
facilities. 
The roads in the area are already congested and struggle to 
cope. It is ridiculous to suggest that the Egley Road could 
accommodate additional traffic that several new housing 
estates, a retail park and school would place on it. 

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 relatively 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.  
 
With regards to roads, 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, Section 20.0 and 
24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1262 William Gorman 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 
supporting infrastructure, such as school, shops, medical 
facilities. 
The roads in the area are already congested and struggle to 
cope. It is ridiculous to suggest that the Egley Road could 
accommodate additional traffic that several new housing 
estates, a retail park and school would place on it. 

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 relatively 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.  
 
With regards to roads, 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, Section 20.0 and 
24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1262 William Gorman GB14 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, such as school, shops, medical 
facilities. 
The roads in the area are already congested and struggle to 
cope. It is ridiculous to suggest that the Egley Road could 
accommodate additional traffic that several new housing 
estates, a retail park and school would place on it. 

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 relatively 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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With regards to roads, 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, Section 20.0 and 
24.0 

1262 William Gorman GB10 The proposed densities of 30 dph are excessive to the 
average density of 5.5 dph in the 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 

1262 William Gorman GB11 The proposed densities of 30 dph are excessive to the 
average density of 5.5 dph in the 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 

1262 William Gorman GB14 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance. 
The GB should be protected for future generations, once 
lost, it will be gone forever.  

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 

1262 William Gorman 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 

1262 William Gorman 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. 
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 

1262 William Gorman 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 

1277 Irene Gorman 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, such as school, shops, medical 
facilities. 
The roads in the area are already congested and struggle to 
cope. It is ridiculous to suggest that the Egley Road could 
accommodate additional traffic that several new housing 
estates, a retail park and school would place on it. 

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 relatively 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.  
 
With regards to roads, 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, Section 20.0 and 
24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1277 Irene Gorman 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 
supporting infrastructure, such as school, shops, medical 
facilities. 
The roads in the area are already congested and struggle to 
cope. It is ridiculous to suggest that the Egley Road could 
accommodate additional traffic that several new housing 
estates, a retail park and school would place on it. 

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 relatively 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.  
 
With regards to roads, this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, Section 20.0 and 
24.0 

1277 Irene Gorman GB14 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, such as school, shops, medical 
facilities. 
The roads in the area are already congested and struggle to 
cope. It is ridiculous to suggest that the Egley Road could 
accommodate additional traffic that several new housing 
estates, a retail park and school would place on it. 

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 relatively 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.  
 
With regards to roads, 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, Section 20.0 and 
24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1277 Irene Gorman 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 

1277 Irene Gorman 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 

1277 Irene Gorman 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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB10 WBC has a duty to ensure all development to contribute to  
landscape and townscape character of the surrounding area. 
Proposals should conserve and enhance the existing 
character, particularly locally valued features, including 
heathlands, escarpments, canals and rivers.  

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB11 WBC has a duty to ensure all development to contribute to  
landscape and townscape character of the surrounding area. 
Proposals should conserve and enhance the existing 
character, particularly locally valued features, including 
heathlands, escarpments, canals and rivers.  

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB14 WBC has a duty to ensure all development to contribute to  
landscape and townscape character of the surrounding area. 
Proposals should conserve and enhance the existing 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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character, particularly locally valued features, including 
heathlands, escarpments, canals and rivers.  

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  

1277 Irene Gorman GB10 The proposed densities of 30 dph are excessive to the 
average density of 5.5 dph in the 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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB11 The proposed densities of 30 dph are excessive to the 
average density of 5.5 dph in the 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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB14 The proposed densities of 30 dph are excessive to the 
average density of 5.5 dph in the 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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB10 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance. 
The GB should be protected for future generations, once 
lost, it will be gone forever.  

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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB11 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance. 
The GB should be protected for future generations, once 
lost, it will be gone forever.  

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 

1277 Irene Gorman GB14 The removal of GB14 for Green Infrastructure is not 
necessary as no change is planned. 
It is not an exceptional circumstance. 
The GB should be protected for future generations, once 
lost, it will be gone forever.  

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 

1277 Irene Gorman 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 

1277 Irene Gorman 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. 
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 

1277 Irene Gorman 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 

696 Jacy Gorton GB13 Object to the loss of Green Belt in Pyrford. 
Has seen huge chances to the congestion, traffic, doctors, 
school places, hospital services, etc. in the past 15 years. 
The loss of Green Belt and impact on conservation and 
heritage will be detrimental to the over polluted environment. 
Increasing pollution and noise will have a big impact on the 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt release for future development needs 
has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on conservation and heritage has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure is noted. The Council has set out how it will 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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environment and the people that live locally.  address infrastructure provision in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
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 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 and 
noise pollution without identifying and implementing suitable mitigation measures.  
 
The proximity of the site to Heathrow Airport, the railway lines and pylons are not expected to 
result in an adverse impact on the amenity or quality of life for existing or future residents. 

696 Jacy Gorton GB12 Object to the loss of Green Belt in Pyrford. 
Has seen huge chances to the congestion, traffic, doctors, 
school places, hospital services, etc. in the past 15 years. 
The loss of Green Belt and impact on conservation and 
heritage will be detrimental to the over polluted environment. 
Increasing pollution and noise will have a big impact on the 
environment and the people that live locally.  

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt release for future development needs 
has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on conservation and heritage has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure is noted. The Council has set out how it will 
address infrastructure provision in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
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 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 and 
noise pollution without identifying and implementing suitable mitigation measures.  
 
The proximity of the site to Heathrow Airport, the railway lines and pylons are not expected to 
result in an adverse impact on the amenity or quality of life for existing or future residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

696 Jacy Gorton GB12 Sons school has increased in the last 3 years but had an 
impact on education provision. The school wants to rebuild 
but will not cope with the increase in traffic. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8.  
 
With regards to traffic, any development proposals for new or expanding schools will have to 
provide evidence to demonstrate that there will be no adverse impact on the highways network 
and highways safety. This is considered by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways 
Authority at the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

696 Jacy Gorton GB13 Sons school has increased in the last 3 years but had an 
impact on education provision. The school wants to rebuild 
but will not cope with the increase in traffic. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8.  
 
With regards to traffic, any development proposals for new or expanding schools will have to 
provide evidence to demonstrate that there will be no adverse impact on the highways network 
and highways safety. This is considered by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways 
Authority at the planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

696 Jacy Gorton General This is a very poorly thought out plan with devastating effects 
in the environment and residents. 

None stated. It is envisaged that planning to meet 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 some areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by 
adequate infrastructure 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 
standards in accordance with the environmental/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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

696 Jacy Gorton General This is a very poorly thought out plan with devastating effects 
in the environment and residents. 

None stated. It is envisaged that planning to meet 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 some areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by 
adequate infrastructure 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 
standards in accordance with the environmental/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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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696 Jacy Gorton GB12 Traffic monitoring sensors on Upshot Lane are not positioned 
correctly to record the dangerous levels of traffic. More 
development will result in more cars and demand for school 
places. Where will the schools, hospitals and doctors be for 
these people? 

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. It is at this stage that traffic monitoring sensors could be used to monitor 
traffic flows and distribution. The traffic sensors noted in the representation are unlikely to be 
related to the proposed allocation of this site. The site is proposed to be safeguarded for future 
development needs post 2027. 
 
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 education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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 

696 Jacy Gorton GB13 Traffic monitoring sensors on Upshot Lane are not positioned 
correctly to record the dangerous levels of traffic. More 
development will result in more cars and demand for school 
places. Where will the schools, hospitals and doctors be for 
these people? 

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. It is at this stage that traffic monitoring sensors could be used to monitor 
traffic flows and distribution. The traffic sensors noted in the representation are unlikely to be 
related to the proposed allocation of this site. The site is proposed to be safeguarded for future 
development needs post 2027. 
 
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. 
 
The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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. 

696 Jacy Gorton GB12 Doctors waiting times have become significantly worse, as 
have Surrey Hospital performance.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP and 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 

696 Jacy Gorton GB13 Doctors waiting times have become significantly worse, as 
have Surrey Hospital performance.  

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP and 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 

1560 Christine Gough GB12 The site is the last open spaces bear Pyrford and needed to 
give residents views and clean air in a lightly polluted South 
East of England. 

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. 
 
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. 
 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1560 Christine Gough GB13 The site is the last open spaces bear Pyrford and needed to 
give residents views and clean air in a lightly polluted South 
East of England. 

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 

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

1560 Christine Gough GB12 The roads, schools and medical facilities are at capacity. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively 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 

1560 Christine Gough GB13 The roads, schools and medical facilities are at capacity. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively 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 

1560 Christine Gough GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. There are surely 
brownfield sites around Woking that can be built on. The 
Green Belt is our lungs and should be preserved. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1560 Christine Gough GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. There are surely 
brownfield sites around Woking that can be built on. The 
Green Belt is our lungs and should be preserved. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1190 Hillary Gower GB2 I object to treatment of GB2 and GB3 as two separate 
Traveller sites when they have always been considered a 
single site. The number of pitches is currently the  
maximum recommended for a manageable Traveller site. 
Increasing this will lead to problems. 

There should 
be no 
additional 
traveller 
pitches on 
GB2 and GB3. 
It would be 
better to 
incorporate the 
land 
comprising 
GB3 into GB1 
to create a 
larger area for 

It is being considered to merge the two allocations as a single site but maintaining the 
proposed additional pitches. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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much needed 
affordable 
housing 

1190 Hillary Gower GB1 This development should be carried out as soon as possible; 
affordable housing is desperately needed in Brookwood and 
this derelict site is an eyesore. 

This 
development 
should be 
carried out as 
soon as 
possible as 
affordable 
housing is 
desperately 
needed in 
Brookwood 
and the old 
Coblands 
nursery is an 
eyesore, 
having been 
derelict for 
many years. 

The suggestion to release the site for development before 2022 is noted. The spatial strategy 
for the Core Strategy prioritises the development of brownfield land before the release of 
Green Belt land. The Council has identified sufficient land in the urban area to enable a range 
of house types, including affordable housing to be delivered up to 2022. Consequently, it will 
follow its strategy to release Green Belt land from 2022 in accordance with the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

435 T and J Grainger GB11 Object to proposed release of GB at GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
The proposed density of 30 dph is out of keeping with the 
average density of 5.5 dph of less in the local 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 

435 T and J Grainger GB14 Object to proposed release of GB at GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
The proposed density of 30 dph is out of keeping with the 
average density of 5.5 dph of less in the local 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 

435 T and J Grainger GB10 Object to proposed release of GB at GB10, GB11 and GB14. 
The proposed density of 30 dph is out of keeping with the 
average density of 5.5 dph of less in the local 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 

435 T and J Grainger GB10 GB is there to conserve and protect valued features- the 
proposals are against policy 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9. Please also see Section 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

435 T and J Grainger GB11 GB is there to conserve and protect valued features- the 
proposals are against policy 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9. Please also see Section 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

435 T and J Grainger GB14 GB is there to conserve and protect valued features- the 
proposals are against policy 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9. Please also see Section 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

435 T and J Grainger GB10 The road infrastructure will not cope with the additional traffic 
from the new housing, retail park and school 

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 

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. 

435 T and J Grainger GB11 The road infrastructure will not cope with the additional traffic 
from the new housing, retail park and school 

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 

435 T and J Grainger GB14 The road infrastructure will not cope with the additional traffic 
from the new housing, retail park and school 

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 

152 Alan Grant GB12 Grave concerns about roads in West Byfleet and Pyrford to 
support 1000 new residents. The roads around the town and 
villages are already choked at peak times. 

None stated The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section2 3 and 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



G 

234 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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.   

152 Alan Grant GB13 Grave concerns about roads in West Byfleet and Pyrford to 
support 1000 new residents. The roads around the town and 
villages are already choked at peak times. 

None stated The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section2 3 and 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.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

152 Alan Grant GB12 Strongly object to proposed development of 400+ homes on 
Green Belt, Upshot Lane 

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. Based on the 
evidence as elaborated in detain in Sections 7, 19 and 23 of the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, it is not envisaged that the proposals will significantly undermine the affect the 
character of Pyrford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

152 Alan Grant GB13 Strongly object to proposed development of 400+ homes on 
Green Belt, Upshot Lane 

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 

152 Alan Grant GB13 Consider brownfield sites in more major conurbations with 
good transport links like Woking and Guildford 

Consider sites 
within the built 
up areas 

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 

152 Alan Grant GB12 Consider brownfield sites in more major conurbations with 
good transport links like Woking and Guildford 

Consider sites 
within the built 
up areas 

The Council has the responsibility to plan to meet its development needs. It has already 
assessed the capacity of the urban area such as the Town Centre to meet the needs. Sufficient 
land could not be found to meet the needs of the entire period of the Core Strategy. The 
justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is justified and 
is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 
1 and 2. It is highlighted that Guildford Borough is also undertaking a similar exercise to identify 
sufficient land to meets its development needs. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

938 Katey Grant GB12 Object to development proposals on the Green Belt. 
Development is eroding Pyrford’s village atmosphere. 
The village infrastructure is at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 
The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
The trains are very overcrowded and more commuter 
housing 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.  
 
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 

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

938 Katey Grant GB13 Object to development proposals on the Green Belt. 
Development is eroding Pyrford’s village atmosphere. 
The village infrastructure is at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 
The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
The trains are very overcrowded and more commuter 
housing 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.  
 
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 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB16 [The proposed school at Broadoaks and 742 new homes 
along Parvis Road] will change the voting demographic, 
increase crime levels, put strain on Council services and 
create aggressive opposition for the Council.  

None stated. 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. While is it accepted that 
development has the potential to change local areas, when accompanied by adequate local 
infrastructure this should not have negative impacts. This is addressed in detail in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB15 [The proposed school at Broadoaks and 742 new homes 
along Parvis Road will] change the voting demographic, 
increase crime levels, put strain on Council services and 
create aggressive opposition for the Council.  

None stated. 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. While is it accepted that 
development has the potential to change local areas, when accompanied by adequate local 
infrastructure this should not have negative impacts. This is addressed in detail in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB16 [The proposed school at Broadoaks and 742 new homes 
along Parvis Road will] remove Green Belt and oxygen. 

None stated. It is acknowledged that the proposal will remove Green Belt. This part of the representation has 
been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, and particularly paragraphs 1.10 to 1.12. The part of the representation about the 
proposal removing oxygen is noted, and must be considered with regard to much wider carbon 
and oxygen cycles. In light of this, any development will be built to high environmental 
standards in accordance with the environmental and climate change requirements of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB15 [The proposed school at Broadoaks and 742 new homes 
along Parvis Road will] remove Green Belt and oxygen. 

None stated. It is acknowledged that the proposal will remove Green Belt. This part of the representation has 
been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, and particularly paragraphs 1.10 to 1.12. The part of the representation about the 
proposal removing oxygen is noted, and must be considered with regard to much wider carbon 
and oxygen cycles. In light of this, any development will be built to high environmental 
standards in accordance with the environmental and climate change requirements of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB16 Cease development until a digital model has been created to 
simulate long term effects. 

Stop 
development 
until a digital 
model is 
created to 
simulate long 
term effects. 

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 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB15 Cease development until a digital model has been created to 
simulate long term effects. 

Stop 
development 
until a digital 
model is 
created to 
simulate long 
term effects. 

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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643 Mark Grantham-Hall Methodology Flawed digital model and demographic composition study Digital model 
required. 

The Council is satisfied that the SA has been carried out in a robust and consistent manner No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall Methodology No carbon versus oxygen study or particulate review 
commissioned. Carbon particulate cross sampling and 
monitoring plan is needed before, during and after 
development.  

Carbon 
particulate 
cross sampling 
and monitoring 
plan is needed 
before, during 
and after 
development.  

The Council is satisfied that the HRA has been carried out in a robust and consistent manner No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall General The Council has overcomplicated the way the public can 
respond to consultation, blocking responses from those who 
are not 'IT savvy' 

None stated. The Council accepts representations in any form, but encourage electronic formats in order to 
speed up the next process. We welcome and have received many hand written representations 
during the Regulation 18 consultation.  
 
Please also see in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Section 6.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB16 The proposed school at Broadoaks and 742 new homes 
along Parvis Road will cause enormous congestion and 
pollution exceeding legal limits. 

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 
 
It should be noted that the Broadoaks site 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 

643 Mark Grantham-Hall GB15 The proposed school at Broadoaks and 742 new homes 
along Parvis Road will cause enormous congestion and 
pollution exceeding legal limits. 

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 
 
It should be noted that the Broadoaks site 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 

537 Gail Graves GB12 Appreciates the government is driving local authorities to 
deliver new housing but questions why Green Belt land is 
now deemed suitable to develop. Feels that Burhill Estates 
are cashing in and potentially ruining a beautiful village and 
its green spaces. 

None stated. The housing need in the Borough has been set out in the Core Strategy and the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). It highlights that there is a significant need for housing in 
the Borough in excess of the annual housing target of 292 dwellings per year set out in the 
Core Strategy. In order to meet some of this need, the Council has stated within Core Strategy 
Policy CS6 that the Green Belt is a potential location for future growth. This has been further 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, in particular 
paragraph 1.9 to 1.12. 
 
The representation regarding the impact of the proposed allocations on Pyrford and landscape 
character has been addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 
23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

537 Gail Graves GB13 Appreciates the government is driving local authorities to 
deliver new housing but questions why Green Belt land is 
now deemed suitable to develop. Feels that Burhill Estates 
are cashing in and potentially ruining a beautiful village and 
its green spaces. 

None stated. The housing need in the Borough has been set out in the Core Strategy and the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). It highlights that there is a significant need for housing in 
the Borough in excess of the annual housing target of 292 dwellings per year set out in the 
Core Strategy. In order to meet some of this need, the Council has stated within Core Strategy 
Policy CS6 that the Green Belt is a potential location for future growth. This has been further 
set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, in particular 
paragraph 1.9 to 1.12. 
 
The representation regarding the impact of the proposed allocations on Pyrford and landscape 
character has been addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 
23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

537 Gail Graves GB12 Objects to the proposals. Pyrford does not have the 
infrastructure to support this number of new homes in terms 
of traffic on local roads, schools and medical facilities, which 
are already overcrowded.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. In terms of local 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 
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537 Gail Graves GB13 Objects to the proposals. Pyrford does not have the 
infrastructure to support this number of new homes in terms 
of roads, schools and medical facilities, which are already 
overcrowded.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. In terms of local 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 

537 Gail Graves GB12 Lodges strong objection and trusts her democratic right to 
protects plans is thoughtfully considered by the WBC. 

None stated. Objection noted by the Council. The Council has considered the representations made and 
responded to each representation in turn. It should be noted that the Site Allocations DPD will 
be published for consultation in late 2016 for 'Regulation 19' consultation as well as be 
discussed at the Examination in Public. Therefore there are still further opportunities to 
comment on the document before it is finalised and adopted by the Council. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

537 Gail Graves GB13 Lodges strong objection and trusts her democratic right to 
protects plans is thoughtfully considered by the WBC. 

None stated. Objection noted by the Council. The Council has considered the representations made and 
responded to each representation in turn. It should be noted that the Site Allocations DPD will 
be published for consultation in late 2016 for 'Regulation 19' consultation as well as be 
discussed at the Examination in Public. Therefore there are still further opportunities to 
comment on the document before it is finalised and adopted by the Council. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

537 Gail Graves GB12 Landowners should not be rewarded for the irresponsible 
way they have managed land recently and allowed it to 
degenerate into an industrial wasteland. 

None stated. The management and maintenance of land or property is not a planning consideration. 
Nevertheless, should the condition of the site be causing significant harm to the wider area or 
adjacent properties, this should be highlighted to the Council's Environmental Health. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

537 Gail Graves GB13 Landowners should not be rewarded for the irresponsible 
way they have managed land recently and allowed it to 
degenerate into an industrial wasteland. 

None stated. The management and maintenance of land or property is not a planning consideration. 
Nevertheless, should the condition of the site be causing significant harm to the wider area or 
adjacent properties, this should be highlighted to the Council's Environmental Health. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

876 Peter Graves GB13 Against principles of Green Belt policy. The site restricts 
sprawl, prevents towns merging, assists safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment, preserves historic Pyrford 
and encourages the Council to look at derelict urban sites. 
Site release not recommended in GBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 9.0,10.0, 11.0, 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

876 Peter Graves GB12 Against principles of Green Belt policy. The site restricts 
sprawl, prevents towns merging, assists safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment, preserves historic Pyrford 
and encourages the Council to look at derelict urban sites. 
Site release not recommended in GBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 9.0,10.0, 11.0, 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

876 Peter Graves GB12 The views of Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum have not been 
taken into account.  
Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 

None stated. Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum posed some questions to the Council's Executive meeting on 4 
June 2015. The Council responded to all of the questions asked at the same meeting and 
these were minuted and available online 
 
Representations submitted by Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum can also be found under 
Representor ID 573 and Representations submitted by LDA Design on behalf of Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum can be found under Representor ID 19. 
 
With regards to the representation about the views of local residents, this has been 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 

876 Peter Graves GB13 The views of Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum have not been 
taken into account.  
Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 

None stated. Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum posed some questions to the Council's Executive meeting on 4 
June 2015. The Council responded to all of the questions asked at the same meeting and 
these were minuted and available online 
 
Representations submitted by Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum can also be found under 
Representor ID 573 and Representations submitted by LDA Design on behalf of Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum can be found under Representor ID 19. 
 
With regards to the representation about the views of local residents, this has been 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 

1482 Eleanor Graves GB12 Against the development of these fields. Pyrford is a 
beautiful village and the sites provide space for walking and 
have amazing views. They should be preserved for future 
generations to enjoy. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 7.0. Regarding recreation use and opportunities, the key requirements for the site state 
that development should address opportunities for pedestrian and cycle ways through the site. 
This will account for established footpaths, especially if these are public rights of way. The key 
requirements 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 

1482 Eleanor Graves GB13 Against the development of these fields. Pyrford is a 
beautiful village and the sites provide space for walking and 
have amazing views. They should be preserved for future 
generations to enjoy. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 7.0. Regarding recreation use and opportunities, the key requirements for the site state 
that development should address opportunities for pedestrian and cycle ways through the site. 
This will account for established footpaths, especially if these are public rights of way. The key 
requirements also note that the site must provide open space and include improvements or 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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new green infrastructure. 

18 Tony Gray GB2 This site is large enough at present, part of the new site is 
already being used and has been for a couple years. They 
have had use of the land without planning consent so forfeit 
the right to future consent. The house adjacent Coblands is 
included in the other allocation [site GB1]; are the occupants 
unhappy living next to the Traveller site so selling up to 
assist the affordable housing? 

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 

18 Tony Gray GB3 This site is large enough at present, part of the new site is 
already being used and has been for a couple years. They 
have had use of the land without planning consent so forfeit 
the right to future consent. The house adjacent Coblands is 
included in the other allocation [site GB1]; are the occupants 
unhappy living next to the Traveller site so selling up to 
assist the affordable housing? 

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 

209 A Gray GB10 Where we live is one example of traffic congestion in 
Mayford. Nearby single track railway bridge is very sensitive 
to traffic pressure. Additional traffic will worsen existing 
concerns, including for pedestrian safety. Having a traffic 
movement assessment report justifying the new 
developments is inadequate. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are addressed in Section 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. The traffic impacts are not 
only assessed, the Council will also work with the County Council to make sure that adverse 
impacts are addressed. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

209 A Gray GB11 Where we live is one example of traffic congestion in 
Mayford. Nearby single track railway bridge is very sensitive 
to traffic pressure. Additional traffic will worsen existing 
concerns, including for pedestrian safety. Having a traffic 
movement assessment report justifying the new 
developments is inadequate. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are addressed in Section 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. The traffic impacts are not 
only assessed, the Council will also work with the County Council to make sure that adverse 
impacts are addressed. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

209 A Gray GB8 Where we live is one example of traffic congestion in 
Mayford. Nearby single track railway bridge is very sensitive 
to traffic pressure. Additional traffic will worsen existing 
concerns, including for pedestrian safety. Having a traffic 
movement assessment report justifying the new 
developments is inadequate. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are addressed in Section 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 traffic impacts are not 
only assessed, the Council will also work with the County Council to make sure that adverse 
impacts are addressed. 

209 A Gray GB9 Where we live is one example of traffic congestion in 
Mayford. Nearby single track railway bridge is very sensitive 
to traffic pressure. Additional traffic will worsen existing 
concerns, including for pedestrian safety. Having a traffic 
movement assessment report justifying the new 
developments is inadequate. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are addressed in Section 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. The traffic impacts are not 
only assessed, the Council will also work with the County Council to make sure that adverse 
impacts are addressed. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1286 Thomas, 
Christine 

Gray GB8 The development on the site would be a great loss to the 
area and would compromise the appeal of Woking as a place 
to move to.  
Residents would have moved to the area for its rural feel and 
ease of commute for work.  

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0 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 

1286 Thomas, 
Christine 

Gray GB9 The development on the site would be a great loss to the 
area and would compromise the appeal of Woking as a place 
to move to.  
Residents would have moved to the area for its rural feel and 
ease of commute for work.  

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0 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 

1286 Thomas, 
Christine 

Gray GB8 Concerned that proposals will have a negative impact on the 
rural character, including overwhelming the traffic 
infrastructure and compromising the historic character. 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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  
 
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 

1286 Thomas, 
Christine 

Gray GB9 Concerned that proposals will have a negative impact on the 
rural character, including overwhelming the traffic 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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infrastructure and compromising the historic character. 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  
 
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 

of this representation 

1286 Thomas, 
Christine 

Gray GB8 Object to the reclassification of GB land north of Mayford 
village 

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

1286 Thomas, 
Christine 

Gray GB9 Object to the reclassification of GB land north of Mayford 
village 

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

1578 Jenny Grayson GB12 Object 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 

1578 Jenny Grayson GB13 Object 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 

1578 Jenny Grayson GB12 Would have a negative impact on the road network as it is 
unsuitable for such a significant increase. 

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's response to the representation regarding infrastructure provision has been set 
out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.7 to 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1578 Jenny Grayson GB13 Would have a negative impact on the road network as it is 
unsuitable for such a significant increase. 

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 

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 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's response to the representation regarding infrastructure provision has been set 
out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.7 to 3.11. 

736 Graham Greavett GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. Pyrford has a 
strong sense of character. There is already traffic locally and 
the proposals will make the situation worse. This will have a 
negative effect on house prices.  

None stated. Pyrford character is well documented and noted by the Council. This is set out in The Heritage 
of Woking and the Woking Character Study. 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. There is no doubt that the development of the 
sites will increase the population of some areas/war. However, it is expected that development 
will be supported by adequate infrastructure 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 standards in accordance with the environmental/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 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 be noted that the value of land/or property is not a planning material consideration. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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736 Graham Greavett GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. Pyrford has a 
strong sense of character. There is already traffic locally and 
the proposals will make the situation worse. This will have a 
negative effect on house prices.  

None stated. Pyrford character is well documented and noted by the Council. This is set out in The Heritage 
of Woking and the Woking Character Study. 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. There is no doubt that the development of the 
sites will increase the population of some areas/war. However, it is expected that development 
will be supported by adequate infrastructure 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 standards in accordance with the environmental/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 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 be noted that the value of land/or property is not a planning material consideration. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

736 Graham Greavett GB12 No affordable housing in Pyrford and residents will like to 
keep it like this. Why should others get to live in a nice area 
at a discount. 

If the houses 
get the go 
ahead I would 
like to see the 
following. 
· Big spacious 
plots, to fit in 
with existing 
buildings in 
Pyrford. 
· Lots of green 
spaces within 
the 
development 
like ponds etc, 
locals like 
walking and 
this could be a 
nice feature for 
the village. 
· No affordable 
housing. 

Woking is a relatively affluent Borough and is placed within the top 20 per cent of wealthiest 
local authorities nationally. However affordability, or the ability for people to get on the property 
ladder, is a key issue. The ability of a household to satisfy its own housing requirement is 
fundamentally a factor of the relationship between local house prices and household income. 
The high and increase cost of home ownership in Woking results in many people unable to 
afford market housing. In addition the high cost of renting on the open market leaves many 
local people unable to afford this tenure without dependency on benefits. The current housing 
market assessment highlights that there is an acute need for affordable housing in the Borough 
to meet local housing need. The Council is fully committed to the delivery of affordable 
housing, as set out in Core Strategy Policy CS12 and the Affordable Housing Delivery SPD. 
Therefore the proposed modification of no affordable housing would go against local and 
national planning policy. The Council has a duty to treat all members of the community fairly, 
regardless of factors such as household income.  
 
It should be noted that under the term 'affordable housing' properties are valued at 80% market 
value. Through the Government's commitment to the delivery of starter homes as well as Core 
Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable Housing, the Council will continue to seek the provision of 
affordable housing throughout the Borough to meet local need.  
 
As most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated it is envisaged that 
planning to meet that need would not undermine the overall social fabric of the area.  
 
The Council has a clear and robust policy framework to ensure that new development reflects 
the local character in terms of design and landscape/townscape. By reducing the density of the 
proposed allocation as suggested, it would result in the Council having to find more land in the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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· Surrounding 
roads to the 
development 
should 
become 
private for 
residents only, 
reducing 
through traffic. 

Green Belt to meet development needs.  
 
As set out in the key requirements for the site, the development would be required to provide 
open space and green infrastructure as part of the scheme.  
 
The representation regarding the road network has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. To clarify, the proposed site is due to be safeguarded for 
development needs post 2027. The possible 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. It is not expected that a planning application will come forward for this 
site until 2027 or later. 

736 Graham Greavett GB13 No affordable housing in Pyrford and residents will like to 
keep it like this. Why should others get to live in a nice area 
at a discount. 

If the houses 
get the go 
ahead I would 
like to see the 
following. 
· Big spacious 
plots, to fit in 
with existing 
buildings in 
Pyrford. 
· Lots of green 
spaces within 
the 
development 
like ponds etc, 
locals like 
walking and 
this could be a 
nice feature for 
the village. 
· No affordable 
housing. 
· Surrounding 
roads to the 
development 
should 
become 
private for 
residents only, 
reducing 
through traffic. 

Woking is a relatively affluent Borough and is placed within the top 20 per cent of wealthiest 
local authorities nationally. However affordability, or the ability for people to get on the property 
ladder, is a key issue. The ability of a household to satisfy its own housing requirement is 
fundamentally a factor of the relationship between local house prices and household income. 
The high and increase cost of home ownership in Woking results in many people unable to 
afford market housing. In addition the high cost of renting on the open market leaves many 
local people unable to afford this tenure without dependency on benefits. The current housing 
market assessment highlights that there is an acute need for affordable housing in the Borough 
to meet local housing need. The Council is fully committed to the delivery of affordable 
housing, as set out in Core Strategy Policy CS12 and the Affordable Housing Delivery SPD. 
Therefore the proposed modification of no affordable housing would go against local and 
national planning policy. The Council has a duty to treat all members of the community fairly, 
regardless of factors such as household income.  
 
It should be noted that under the term 'affordable housing' properties are valued at 80% market 
value. Through the Government's commitment to the delivery of starter homes as well as Core 
Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable Housing, the Council will continue to seek the provision of 
affordable housing throughout the Borough to meet local need.  
 
As most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated it is envisaged that 
planning to meet that need would not undermine the overall social fabric of the area.  
 
The Council has a clear and robust policy framework to ensure that new development reflects 
the local character in terms of design and landscape/townscape. By reducing the density of the 
proposed allocation as suggested, it would result in the Council having to find more land in the 
Green Belt to meet development needs.  
 
As set out in the key requirements for the site, the development would be required to provide 
open space and green infrastructure as part of the scheme.  
 
The representation regarding the road network has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. To clarify, the proposed site is due to be safeguarded for 
development needs post 2027. The possible 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. It is not expected that a planning application will come forward for this 
site until 2027 or later. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

997 L Grecit GB7 Object to increasing the number of Traveller pitches on this 
site. 

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 

997 L Grecit GB8 Object to the proposal for housing on the site. None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

997 L Grecit GB9 Object to the proposal for housing on the site. None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

997 L Grecit GB10 Object to the proposal for housing on the site. None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

997 L Grecit GB11 Object to the proposal for housing on the site. None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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997 L Grecit GB8 Object to joint application of Secondary School, Commercial 
Leisure Centre and Running Track. 

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

701 Joanne Green GB4 Services in the area cannot cope. The GP and schools are 
under pressure. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively 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 

701 Joanne Green GB5 Services in the area cannot cope. The GP and schools are 
under pressure. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively 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 

701 Joanne Green GB4 Object to the proposals on Green Belt. The current road 
network is busy, particular Parvis Road. The village is 
gridlocked and pollution is an issue.  

None stated. The representation regarding Green Belt development and safeguarding sites for future 
development needs has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 
 
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 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

701 Joanne Green GB5 Object to the proposals on Green Belt. The current road 
network is busy, particular Parvis Road. The village is 

None stated. The representation regarding Green Belt development and safeguarding sites for future 
development needs has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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gridlocked and pollution is an issue.  Section 1.0 and 2.0. 
 
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 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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.  

of this representation 

701 Joanne Green GB4 Main concern is regarding flooding as Byfleet has flooded in 
previous years. More Green Belt development will increase 
the risk to other properties. Please do not do 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 

701 Joanne Green GB5 Main concern is regarding flooding as Byfleet has flooded in 
previous years. More Green Belt development will increase 
the risk to other properties. Please do not do 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 

915 Stewart Green GB12 Will adversely affect the quality of life of the area. 
The road network is already at capacity and additional 
homes in the local area will cause 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. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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. 

915 Stewart Green GB13 Will adversely affect the quality of life of the area. 
The road network is already at capacity and additional 
homes in the local area will cause 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. 
 
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. 
 
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. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

915 Stewart Green GB12 There are no pedestrian footpaths to the site.  
Will the site include major road improvement’s? 
Mitigation improvements will negatively affect the landscape. 

None stated. The exact nature of the transport and highways works will be considered at the Development 
Management stage of the process. Nevertheless the Council will seek to ensure that the site is 
accessible by all modes, including walking and cycling. This is set out in the key requirements 
for the site as well as supported by the relevant objectives and policies of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

915 Stewart Green GB13 There are no pedestrian footpaths to the site.  
Will the site include major road improvement’s? 
Mitigation improvements will negatively affect the landscape. 

None stated. The exact nature of the transport and highways works will be considered at the Development 
Management stage of the process. Nevertheless the Council will seek to ensure that the site is 
accessible by all modes, including walking and cycling. This is set out in the key requirements 
for the site as well as supported by the relevant objectives and policies of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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915 Stewart Green GB12 Turns the village into a small town. 
The process is flawed, the site was not recommended in the 
GBR, why was this site selected? 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0, 21.0 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 

915 Stewart Green GB13 Turns the village into a small town. 
The process is flawed, the site was not recommended in the 
GBR, why was this site selected? 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0, 21.0 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 

915 Stewart Green GB12 Pyrford School is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

915 Stewart Green GB13 Pyrford School is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

915 Stewart Green GB12 Most of the local landscape is golf courses. 
It is irrelevant people are unable to walk on the site. 
The sites contribute to the countryside and its views. 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0, 21.0 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 

915 Stewart Green GB13 Most of the local landscape is golf courses. 
It is irrelevant people are unable to walk on the site. 
The sites contribute to the countryside and its views. 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 7.0, 21.0 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA10 Object to proposals. Roads such as Guildford Road is 
gridlocked and development of the Coign Church and 
Goldsworth Arms PH would increase traffic problems. The 
road is narrow and due to parked cars, inaccessible for traffic 
and buses at certain times. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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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1606 Louise Greenfield UA11 Object to proposals. Roads such as Guildford Road is 
gridlocked and development of the Coign Church and 
Goldsworth Arms PH would increase traffic problems. The 
road is narrow and due to parked cars, inaccessible for traffic 
and buses at certain times. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA42 Object to proposals. Roads such as Guildford Road is 
gridlocked and development of the Coign Church and 
Goldsworth Arms PH would increase traffic problems. The 
road is narrow and due to parked cars, inaccessible for traffic 
and buses at certain times. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA43 Object to proposals. Roads such as Guildford Road is 
gridlocked and development of the Coign Church and 
Goldsworth Arms PH would increase traffic problems. The 
road is narrow and due to parked cars, inaccessible for traffic 
and buses at certain times. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield General Can not see why Green Belt land should be used for 
development and it will create a precedent to take more of 
this vital reserve.  
 
These views are shared by many in the borough and 
surrounding areas.  

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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA40 By developing one of the car parks, parking will be displaced 
to adjacent residential areas without alternative provision. 

None stated. The key requirements for the site set out in the DPD clearly state that there should be no 
overall loss of parking serving the station as a result of the site coming forward for 
development. The DPD provides suggestions for how car parking can be provided elsewhere.  
 
The Council is working with Network Rail and South West Trains in addressing the existing 
facilities at the station to reduce the number of people driving to the station. This includes the 
development of the Cycle Hub and the aspiration to develop a bus and rail interchange at the 
station (see Site UA23).  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1606 Louise Greenfield General The proposed developments will require more doctors. There 
are not enough in town at present, with long waiting times. 
Will more doctors be employed to meet the shortfall and are 
new surgeries planned? 

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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA44 Other developments at Oriental Road and Woking Town 
Centre will also add to traffic issues. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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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1606 Louise Greenfield UA39 Other developments at Oriental Road and Woking Town 
Centre will also add to traffic issues. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA40 Other developments at Oriental Road and Woking Town 
Centre will also add to traffic issues. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA16 Other developments at Oriental Road and Woking Town 
Centre will also add to traffic issues. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield UA47 Other developments at Oriental Road and Woking Town 
Centre will also add to traffic issues. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
In addition, 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 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 

1606 Louise Greenfield General Many office developments are planned and combined with 
the residential developments, will put a great strain on 
services as well as the population of Woking and visitors. It 
may prevent people from visiting the town.  

None stated. The Core Strategy, in particular policy CS1, states that the Council will facilitate the delivery of 
4,964 homes well as a significant amount of office and retail floor space across the Borough. 
Most new development will be encouraged in the Town Centre where there is excellent access 
to transport, services and other infrastructure. It is expected that development will be supported 
by adequate infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures 
in the area as a result of the development. The Council has set out how it intends to address 
infrastructure concerns in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1606 Louise Greenfield General Development planned for Kingfield Road and this is a very 
busy road. It is narrow due to parked cars and dangerous for 
local residents. 

None stated. The proposed allocation is for 10 dwellings and plus retail floor space. The site is located within 
the Kingfield Local Centre where mixed use development with a small amount of retail is 
encouraged, as set out in Core Strategy Policy CS4. The Council note that the site is opposite 
a school. Nevertheless the Council has robust policies and best practice guidance in place to 
make sure that future development is well designed, including the layout and provision of 
parking and access roads, and will not compromise on highways safety. Any proposed 
development of the site would be referred to the County Highways Authority at the planning 
application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 The site is in a highly sustainable location and integrated to 
the community. 

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

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 The site is in a highly sustainable location and integrated to 
the community. 

None stated. This is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Agree with SAMM contribution, however this is another cost 
which may affect the viability of affordable housing provision. 

None stated. Support for BP 10, further to the comments noted for BP 9, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Any proposals will seek to protect as many trees as possible. 
Trees that have to be lost to provide vehicular access will be 
offset with compensatory planting. The landowner supports 
additional planting along the Sandy Lane boundary, subject 
to the conclusions of the LVIA. 

None stated. Support for BP 10, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Agree in principle. An LVIA is being prepared that will 
consider the effect on the escarpment and guide how the site 
should be developed. 
The relationship to all heritage assets will be carefully 
considered at the design stage. New development will be 
beyond two hedgerows and an existing road therefore 
development will cause less than substantial harm, 
consistent with the NPPF. 

None stated. Support for BP 11, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree with BP11 Pedestrian and cycle access. None stated. Support for BP 11 and the intention to protect as many non- TPO trees as possible, 
compensatory, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Many trees are subject to TPO’s. Any non-protected TPO’s 
provide significant amenity value therefore any proposals will 
seek to protect as possible. Trees that have to be lost to 
provide vehicular access will be offset with compensatory 
planting. 

None stated. Support for BP 12 and the intention to protect as many non- TPO trees as possible, 
compensatory, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 There is potential for visual openness to be provided in the 
south west part of the site and this will be considered as part 
of the LVIA. 

None stated. Support for BP 12, potential for visual openness, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree with BP 13 Archaeological investigation. None stated. Support for BP 13, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Agree with BP13. None stated. Support for BP 13, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Acknowledges this is required, however BP 14 Highways 
and infrastructure investment repeats BP4 CIL and BP 
Provision of essential transport infrastructure and can be 
deleted. 

Can be 
deleted as 
repeats earlier 
BP4 and BP5. 

The Council accepts there are some duplications and will amend the bullet point to just 
emphasise the need to create safe access. 

Amend the bullet point 
to: 
 
The creation of safe 
access(es) onto 
adjacent roads. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Unclear why visual openness in the south west of the site is 
sought and should therefore be clarified. 

None stated. The requirement is due to the prominent ridge to the east and the boundary to the designated 
Escarpment and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Agree with BP15. None stated. Support for BP 15, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree with BP 15 Pedestrian and Cycle Access. None stated. Support for BP 15, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 It is likely a noise impact assessment will be required, 
potentially as part of an EIA. 

None stated. Support for BP 16, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Acknowledges this is required, however this BP can be 
deleted as it repeats earlier BP’s. 

Should be 
deleted as 
repeats BP6 
and 7. 

The Council accepts that there is some repetition and proposes that the policy be amended to 
remove any repetition.  

The bullet point will be 
amended to: 
 
The creation of safe 
access(es) onto 
Pyrford Common Road 
and/ or Upshot Lane; 
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1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Both sites GB12 and GB13 are owned by one landowner so 
both sites can be designed in an integrated manner, 
including access and open space. The masterplan will 
provide appropriate open space having regard to national 
and local planning policy guidance. The reference to sylvan 
should be deleted as it is too detailed for this DPD. 

Delete the 
reference to 
sylvan. 

Reference to Sylvan will be deleted Delete: Sylvan. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 The site should be designed as a part extension of Pyrford. It 
is important to integrate new residents with existing ones. 

None stated. Support for BP 18 and the importance of integration to the community, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 It is important to integrate new residents with existing ones. None stated. Support for BP 18 and the importance of integration to the community, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Considerable biodiversity improvements are likely. 
The land is ploughed and existing vegetation will be largely 
undisturbed. 

None stated. Support for BP 19 and the opportunities to enhance biodiversity on the site, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 It is likely a noise impact assessment will be required, 
potentially as part of an EIA. 

None stated. Support for BP 19, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 It is not appropriate to prescribe a site density range. The 
suggested density might be too low. The policy should seek 
to achieve a wide range of housing types. 

Do no 
prescribe a 
density range 
for the site.  
The policy 
should seek to 
achieve a wide 
range of house 
types on-site. 

This representation has been 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 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 It is more likely that development would equal 8ha of the site 
rather than 7ha. Therefore the policy should not be 
prescriptive. 

None stated. The net developable area is not prescriptive but as the representation has suggested, it is an 
estimate of what is achievable taking into consideration the constraints of the site. However 
this will ultimately be determined at the detailed planning application stage.  

The bullet point will be 
amended to: 
 
Net developable area 
approximately 7 ha for 
residential. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 An extended Phase 1 habitat survey has provided 
information regarding the site and opportunities for 
biodiversity improvements. 
The land is ploughed and existing vegetation will be largely 
undisturbed. 
Opportunities to enhance biodiversity will be taken. 

None stated. Support for BP 20 and the opportunities to enhance biodiversity on the site, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Noted, the scheme will follow best practice for Su. None stated. Support for BP 20, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Recreation space will be provided in accordance with 
standards. Will provide links to adjoining informal and formal 
recreation space. 

None stated. Support for BP 21, and the opportunities for pedestrian and cycle links to informal and formal 
recreation space, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 BP21 noted and the scheme will follow best practice. None stated. Support for BP 21, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Recreation space will be provided in accordance with 
standards. 

None stated. Support for BP 22, and the opportunities for pedestrian and cycle links to informal and formal 
recreation space, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 A LVIA has been commissioned and an Extended Phase 1 
Habitat Survey has been completed, results can be shared 
with the Council. A tree survey will be commissioned to 
complement this work. 

None stated. Support for BP 22, and the commissioned Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and future tree 
survey, is noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 A LVIA has been commissioned and an Extended Phase 1 
Habitat Survey has been completed, results can be shared 
with the Council. A tree survey will complement this work, 
however as many trees have TPO’s it is right that this can be 
commissioned later. 

None stated. Support for BP 23, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Site design and layout will have regards to SNCI and the 
Escarpment. The design will reflect the findings of the LVIA 
as the assessment of the Escarpment and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance is not agreed. 

None stated. The Council will require that due consideration is given to the Escarpment and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance and considers the provision of a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment LVIA an appropriate way to demonstrate regard to this.  
 
GB13 does fall within the boundaries of the designated Escarpment and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree in principle. An LVIA is being prepared that will 
consider the effect on the escarpment and guide how the site 
should be developed. 
The relationship to all heritage assets will be carefully 
considered at the design stage. New development will be 
beyond two hedgerows and an existing road therefore 
development will cause less than substantial harm, 
consistent with the NPPF. 

None stated. Support for BP 24, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Site design and layout will have regards to the SNCI and the 
Escarpment. The design will reflect the findings of the LVIA 
as the assessment of the Escarpment and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance is not agreed. 

None stated. The Council will require that due consideration is given to the Escarpment and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance and considers the provision of a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment LVIA an appropriate way to demonstrate regard to this.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 BP25 is a duplication of BP 11 and should be deleted. BP25 is a 
duplication of 
BP 11 and 
should be 
deleted. 

The Council accepts that there is some repetition and proposes that the policy be amended to 
remove any repetition.  

These will be separate 
bullet points 
 
Design should have 
regard to the setting of 
the nearby escarpment 
landscape. 
 
Detailed site layout and 
design to take into 
account adjacent 
heritage assets 
(Conservation Area, 
Listed building and 
Registered park and 
garden) and conserve/ 
enhance their setting. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Any proposals will seek to protect as many trees as possible. 
Trees that have to be lost to provide vehicular access will be 
offset with compensatory planting. 

None stated. Support for BP 25, and the intention to protect as many trees as possible, compensatory, is 
noted. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 BP26 biodiversity is a duplication of BP 19 biodiversity 
improvements and should be deleted or merged. 

Delete or 
merge with 
BP18 
Biodiversity 
improvements. 

This is not considered a duplication. One requirement is for surveys be undertaken to 
determine the levels of biodiversity and the other requirement is to maximise opportunities 
towards biodiversity.  
Nevertheless the Council accepts that the Proposal text would be improved by placing these 
requirements next to each other. 

Place the key 
requirements next to 
each other: 
 
Conduct a landscape 
assessment/ ecological 
survey/ tree survey to 
determine the levels of 
biodiversity and 
valuable landscape 
features on site and 
adjacent  to site; 
 
Take opportunities to 
make contributions 
towards biodiversity 
through the creation of 
alternative green 
spaces...GI network. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 BP26 is a duplication of BP 12 and 23 and should be 
deleted. 

BP26 is a 
duplication of 
BP 12 and 23 
and should be 

Noted. The substance of the two bullet points are the same. This will be amended Delete: 
Retain protected 
trees/tree belts and 
improve landscaping to 
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deleted. mitigate visual impact. 
 
Amend bullet point 12 
to: 
 
Retain mature 
trees/tree belts of 
amenity value….(whilst 
avoiding 
overshadowing to 
homes); 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 BP27 is a duplication of BP 23 and should be deleted. BP27 is a 
duplication of 
BP 23 and 
should be 
deleted. 

This is not considered a duplication. One requirement is for surveys be undertaken to 
determine the levels of biodiversity and the other requirement is to maximise opportunities 
towards biodiversity.  
Nevertheless the Council accepts that the Proposal text would be improved by placing these 
requirements next to each other. 

Place the key 
requirements next to 
each other: 
 
Conduct a landscape 
assessment/ ecological 
survey/ tree survey to 
determine the levels of 
biodiversity and 
valuable landscape 
features on site and 
adjacent  to site; 
 
Take opportunities to 
make contributions 
towards biodiversity 
through the creation of 
alternative green 
spaces...GI network. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 The estimated open space and landscaping area is too high 
as it is likely the area to be developed will be higher. The 
policy should just have a requirement for a masterplan that 
maximises development potential without compromising 
quality. 

None stated. See comment in relation to the last bullet point. The quantum is an estimate and not definitive. 
The requirement will ultimately be determined at the detailed planning application stage. 

The bullet point will be 
amended to: 
 
Provision of open 
space and green 
infrastructure (Core 
Strategy CS17); 
incorporate 
landscaping open 
space (approximately 4 
ha); 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree it is necessary to have regard to landscape character. None stated. Support for BP 3, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Accept any planning application for residential will have to 
provide CIL. 

None stated. Support for BP 4, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 It is not appropriate to prescribe a site density range. The 
policy should seek to maximise the development of the site 
and provide a wide range of housing types. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0. 
 
Proposals will have to comply with Development Plan policies, including Policy CS12 which 
sets out the requirement to provide affordable housing and CS11 Housing Mix which requires 
proposals to provide a mix of dwelling types and sizes to address the nature of local needs as 
evidenced in the latest SHMA. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Acknowledge any proposal should make provision for 
transport infrastructure, to be determined through a TA. 
Support suggested pedestrian and cycle route improvements 
and public transport improvements. 

None stated. Support for BP 5, the opportunities to enhance site transport links, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Agree BP5 is necessary. None stated. Support for BP 5, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 It is intended boundary planting will be either kept or 
strengthened, and only broken to provide access. 

None stated. Support for BP 6, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Accept any planning application for housing will have to 
provide CIL. 

None stated. Support for BP 6, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 As the site will provide CIL and other infrastructure 
improvements, including transport, the provision of 50% 
affordable housing on site might be unsustainable. This 
should be changed to seek the provision of “up to 50% 
affordable housing, preferably in situ, and subject to viability 
assessment”. 

Change the 
wording for 
affordable 
housing to “up 
to 50% 
affordable 
housing, 
preferably in 
situ, and 
subject to 
viability 
assessment”. 

Policy CS12 sets out details with regards to tenure split, viability and exceptional 
circumstances. It will be for the applicant to demonstrate how proposals meet the requirements 
during the detailed planning application stage.  

Add reference to CS12.  
 
'in accordance with 
CS12' 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Support suggested pedestrian and cycle route improvements 
and public transport improvements. 

None stated. Support for BP 7, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 It is intended boundary planting will be either kept or 
strengthened, and only broken to provide access. 

None stated. Support for BP 8, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree with SAMM contribution, however this is another cost 
which may affect the viability of affordable housing provision. 

None stated. Support for BP 8, further to the comments noted for BP 7, is noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 As the site will provide CIL and other infrastructure 
improvements, including transport, the provision of 50% 
affordable housing on site might be unsustainable. This 
should be changed to seek the provision of “up to 50% 
affordable housing, preferably in situ, and subject to viability 
assessment”. 

Change the 
wording for 
affordable 
housing to “up 
to 50% 
affordable 
housing, 
preferably in 
situ, and 
subject to 
viability 
assessment”. 

Policy CS12 sets out details with regards to tenure split, viability and exceptional 
circumstances. It will be for the applicant to demonstrate how proposals meet the requirements 
during the detailed planning application stage.  

Add reference to CS12.  
 
'in accordance with 
CS12' 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Site design and layout will have regards to SNCI and the 
Escarpment. The design will reflect the findings of the LVIA 
as the assessment of the Escarpment and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance is not agreed. 

None stated. The Council will require that due consideration is given to the Escarpment and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance and considers the provision of a Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment LVIA an appropriate way to demonstrate regard to this.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 The site is in single ownership, not developer led. 
Some phasing may be required, but this is not a constraint to 
development. 
The site is suitable and deliverable for residential 
development. 

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

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 The site is in single ownership, not developer led. 
Some phasing may be required, but this is not a constraint to 
development. 
The site is suitable and deliverable for residential 
development. 

None stated. The supporting information is noted. The information will help at later stages in bringing the 
sites forward.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 The forthcoming SHMA is likely to show demand for housing 
has increased therefore the Council should consider 
releasing the sites for development earlier.  

Consider 
releasing sites 
GB12 and 
GB13 for 
development 
earlier.  

The updated SHMA (2015) shows that there has been no significant difference since the 
previous SHMA was undertaken, which was used to underpin the Core Strategy. Therefore the 
Council do not consider it to be necessary to amend housing requirements for the Borough or 
for there to be a need to release safeguarded sites before 2027. The Council's overall 
approach to safeguarding land for future development needs and its consistency with the 
NPPF, is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 The forthcoming SHMA is likely to show demand for housing 
has increased therefore the Council should consider 
releasing the sites for development earlier.  

None stated. The updated SHMA (2015) shows that there has been no significant difference since the 
previous SHMA was undertaken, which was used to underpin the Core Strategy. Therefore the 
Council do not consider it to be necessary to amend housing requirements for the Borough or 
for there to be a need to release safeguarded sites before 2027. The Council's overall 
approach to safeguarding land for future development needs and its consistency with the 
NPPF, is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Disagree with the description and analysis of the suitability of 
site GB13 in the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 10.0,17.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Both sites GB12 and GB13 are available for development 
now. 
The Council have logically extended the Green Belt review 
into the next plan period. 
The GBBR process the Council have followed is robust. 
It is a matter for the Council to decide the weight individual 
criteria and local considerations should be applied when 
considering final sites. 

None stated. The additional supporting information is noted. The information will help at later stages in 
bringing the sites forward.  
 
With regards to the timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site, this has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and 
Section 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Both sites GB12 and GB13 are available for development 
now. 
The Council have logically extended the Green Belt review 
into the next plan period. 
The GBBR process the Council have followed is robust. 
It is a matter for the Council to decide the weight individual 
criteria and local considerations should be applied when 
considering final sites. 

None stated. The additional supporting information is noted. The information will help at later stages in 
bringing the sites forward.  
 
With regards to the timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site, this has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and 
Section 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 GB12 should be released now. Both GB12 and GB13 sites 
are in under the same landowner and therefore development 
of both sites can be done in an integrated manner. 

None stated. The timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site, this has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and Section 2.  
 
The comment on the first bullet point is noted 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Site GB13 should be safeguarded for release between 2027-
2040. The site is owned by the same landowner as GB12 so 
development can be integrated. 

None stated. The additional supporting information is noted. The information will help at later stages in 
bringing the sites forward.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Agree the site is accessible to local services. This should be 
more explicit and reference other listed local facilities that 
adjoin the site. 
Agree the site is discretely located.  
Disagree the site sits behind a prominent ridge, more atop 
and slightly behind. 
The site can potentially deliver c.380 dwellings, more than 
the estimated 223 dwellings. 

Access to local 
services 
should be  
more explicit 
and make 
reference to 
the Arbor 
Centre, cricket 
ground, 
Pyrford Village 
Hall and 
Pyrford C of E 
Primary 
School, all of 
which adjoin 
the site, and 
also the 
parade of 
shops at 
Marshall 
Parade which 
are close by. 

Additional reference to the vicinity of other local services will be added.  
 
Comments about the LVIA are addressed above. 
 
The potential yield for the site is an estimate of what the site could accommodate. It does not 
precluded a higher yield provided it meets the requirements set out. This will be determined at 
the detailed planning application stage.  

Add reference to the 
vicinity of other local 
services.  

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree the site is accessible to local services. This should be 
more explicit and reference other listed local facilities that 
adjoin the site. 

Access to local 
services 
should be  
more explicit 
and make 
reference to 
the Arbor 

Additional reference to the vicinity of other local services will be added.  Add reference to the 
vicinity of other local 
services.  
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Centre, cricket 
ground, 
Pyrford Village 
Hall and 
Pyrford C of E 
Primary 
School, all of 
which adjoin or 
are very close 
to the site. 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Object to the approach taken in the GBBR regarding Site 9 
an yields an unsound conclusion. GB12 has well defined and 
defensible boundaries with housing on two sides. 

None stated. The supporting information is noted. The information will help at later stages in bringing the 
sites forward.  
 
With regards to comments on the GBBR, this has been comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Object to the approach taken in the GBBR regarding Site 9 
an yields an unsound conclusion. GB13 has well defined and 
defensible boundaries with housing on two sides. 

None stated. This has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 The land contributes little to the NPPF purposes of the Green 
Belt. There are no environment or physical constraints to the 
development of housing. The site is suitable and deliverable 
for development. 

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

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 The land contributes little to the NPPF purposes of the Green 
Belt. There are no environment or physical constraints to the 
development of housing. The site is suitable and deliverable 
for development. 

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

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Site GB12 should be released for development now. Site 
GB12 should be reserved for development in 2027-2040 with 
additional enhancement of the Sandy Lane boundary. 

None stated. The timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and Section 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Site GB12 should be released for development now. Site 
GB12 should be reserved for development in 2027-2040 with 
additional enhancement of the Sandy Lane boundary. 

None stated. The timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and Section 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 GB13 is available for development on a shorter timescale 
and can provide needed housing. 

None stated. The timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and Section 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 A phased development for both sites is possible, with a ghost 
island to service GB12, developing into a roundabout for 
GB13. 

None stated. This is a detailed matter for the planning application stage. The key requirements for the 
allocation supports the delivery of the sites as a comprehensive scheme. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Disagree with the description and analysis of the suitability of 
site GB12 in the GBBR. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 10.0,17.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Do not agree with the GBBR analysis in relation to GB12. None stated. Comments about the Green Belt Boundary Review are addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB12 Site GB12 is needed in the short term to provide housing 
because allocated sites will not yield the appropriate 
amounts of affordable housing to meet identified needs. 
More greenfield sites are required as many brownfield sites 
will have higher costs and result in lower rates of affordable 
houses. The site could provide up to 320 dwellings. There 
has been a under provision of affordable units in the 
Borough. GB12 is available for development now and initial 
completions would be 2019-2020 and development would 
take 3-4 years to complete. 

Bring forward 
the 
development 
of site GB12 to 
2019-2020. 

The timeframe for the proposed delivery of the site has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly 1.5 to 1.9 and Section 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1038 Kieron Gregson GB13 Agree the site is discretely located.  
Disagree the site sits behind a prominent ridge, more atop 
and slightly behind. This will be addressed in the LVIA. 

None stated. Comments about the LVIA are addressed above. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

421 G B Griffiths GB14 Object to proposals for development on GB10, GB11 and 
GB14.  
The release of GB14 for GI is unnecessary. The primary 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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purpose of the GB is to preserve its openness. The 
designation of GI provides no greater benefit than GB 
designation 

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. 

421 G B Griffiths GB10 Objects to the release of GB on GB10 and GB11 post 2027. 
The draft DPD is based on unsound evidence- GBBR.  
GB should only be released in exceptional circumstances 
and the report has not demonstrated exceptional 
circumstances. Any assessment needs to be transparent and 
robust due to the importance placed on GB from the 
Government. The GBBR is neither.  
- There assessment is not based on a landscape character 
assessment  
-it is not supported by a transport infrastructure assessment 
These assessments should be the minimum requirement of 
what should be prepared.  
A light touch approach to Landscape and transport issues 
has been applied. Landscape issues are considered on the 
basis of a "preliminary assessment" and transport based on 
travel times on Google maps.  
This is unacceptable 

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 10.0, Section 17.0, Section 
7.0 and Section 8.0 
 
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 

421 G B Griffiths GB11 Objects to the release of GB on GB10 and GB11 post 2027. 
The draft DPD is based on unsound evidence- GBBR.  
GB should only be released in exceptional circumstances 
and the report has not demonstrated exceptional 
circumstances. Any assessment needs to be transparent and 
robust due to the importance placed on GB from the 
Government. The GBBR is neither.  
- There assessment is not based on a landscape character 
assessment  
-it is not supported by a transport infrastructure assessment 
These assessments should be the minimum requirement of 
what should be prepared.  
A light touch approach to Landscape and transport issues 
has been applied. Landscape issues are considered on the 
basis of a "preliminary assessment" and transport based on 
travel times on Google maps.  
This is unacceptable 

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 10.0, Section 17.0, Section 
7.0 and Section 8.0 
 
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 

421 G B Griffiths GB10 The Core Strategy identifies the need for 550 dwellings 
between 2022-2027. No justification has been provided for 
1200 homes post 2027.  
Development of the proposed magnitude should be properly 
evidence in 2027 via a GBBR.  
It may be prudent to safeguard these sites, however this is 
contrary to the concept of GB permanence of the GB 

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, Section 2.0 and Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

421 G B Griffiths GB11 The Core Strategy identifies the need for 550 dwellings 
between 2022-2027. No justification has been provided for 
1200 homes post 2027.  
Development of the proposed magnitude should be properly 
evidence in 2027 via a GBBR.  
It may be prudent to safeguard these sites, however this is 
contrary to the concept of GB permanence of the GB 

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, Section 2.0 and Section 10.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1383 Mary Griffiths General Green Belt should be protected for the health of people and 
to protect wildlife. Reducing habitats endangers species, 
which will affect us in the long run.  

None stated. This representation's point about protecting the health of residents of the Borough has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 21.0. In terms of 
protecting 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. 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. 

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.  

1383 Mary Griffiths GB12 Objects to the proposal as traffic is already at a premium and 
there is very little that is semi-rural left in Woking.  

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. It should be noted that the majority of the 
Borough is, and will remain, Green Belt even after the draft allocated sites are developed 
(61.8% of land in the Borough - more detail on this can be found in Section 21.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1383 Mary Griffiths GB13 Objects to the proposal as traffic is already at a premium and 
there is very little that is semi-rural left in Woking.  

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. It should be noted that the majority of the 
Borough is, and will remain, Green Belt even after the draft allocated sites are developed 
(61.8% of land in the Borough - more detail on this can be found in Section 21.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1383 Mary Griffiths GB12 Concerned that the Council is considering building on the 
Green Belt, as understood this was protected land. If Green 
Belt is eroded future generations will have their health 
affected by loss of green space and also by dire 
consequences due to impact on the ecosystem which we 
rely on for food etc. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, which provides justification for the release of Green Belt land for 
housing development, and Section 21.0 which addresses impact on local well being. The 
Council is committed to conserving the ecosystem and biodiversity (as set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation) and to ensuring development makes a 
positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and infrastructure. 
The Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife and Natural England in the preparation of the 
document. Overall the preferred sites did not raise objections from these organisation. It is no 
expected that there will be any impact on food, or the Borough's food security, as a result of 
these site allocations.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1383 Mary Griffiths GB13 Concerned that the Council is considering building on the 
Green Belt, as understood this was protected land. If Green 
Belt is eroded future generations will have their health 
affected by loss of green space and also by dire 
consequences due to impact on the ecosystem which we 
rely on for food etc. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, which provides justification for the release of Green Belt land for 
housing development, and Section 21.0 which addresses impact on local well being. The 
Council is committed to conserving the ecosystem and biodiversity (as set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation) and to ensuring development makes a 
positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and infrastructure. 
The Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife and Natural England in the preparation of the 
document. Overall the preferred sites did not raise objections from these organisation. It is no 
expected that there will be any impact on food, or the Borough's food security, as a result of 
these site allocations.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1383 Mary Griffiths General Concerned that the Council is considering building on the 
Green Belt, as understood this was protected land. If Green 
Belt is eroded future generations will have their health 
affected by loss of green space and also by dire 
consequences due to impact on the ecosystem which we 
rely on for food etc. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, which provides justification for the release of Green Belt land for 
housing development, and Section 21.0 which addresses impact on local well being. The 
Council is committed to conserving the ecosystem and biodiversity (as set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS7: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation) and to ensuring development makes a 
positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and infrastructure. 
The Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife and Natural England in the preparation of the 
document. Overall the preferred sites did not raise objections from these organisation. It is no 
expected that there will be any impact on food, or the Borough's food security, as a result of 
these site allocations.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1383 Mary Griffiths General Building on the Green Belt will endanger species of wildlife 
already becoming extinct due to loss of habitat. The 
proposals will destroy a semi rural location.  

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 

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

1383 Mary Griffiths GB12 Development in this idyllic location will affect the ecosystem 
and reduce habitats for wildlife. Green Belt should be 
protected for future generations.  

Green Belt 
should be 
protected for 
future 
generations.  

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 

1383 Mary Griffiths GB13 Development in this idyllic location will affect the ecosystem 
and reduce habitats for wildlife. Green Belt should be 
protected for future generations.  

Green Belt 
should be 
protected for 
future 
generations.  

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 
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924 R Grimmer GB7 Local infrastructure will not cope with increased 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.  
 
Other infrastructure requirements have been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The proposed allocations are not designed to create a suburb south of Woking. 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 some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as 
a result of the development.  
 
The development of the proposed sites would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
adverse impact on noise pollution. This is supported by Core Strategy Policy CS21 as well as 
the Development Management Policies DPD.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB8 Local infrastructure will not cope with increased 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.  
 
Other infrastructure requirements have been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The proposed allocations are not designed to create a suburb south of Woking. It is envisaged 
that planning to meet local housing need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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area. There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as 
a result of the development.  
 
The development of the proposed sites would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
adverse impact on noise pollution. This is supported by Core Strategy Policy CS21 as well as 
the Development Management Policies DPD.  
 
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. 

924 R Grimmer GB9 Local infrastructure will not cope with increased 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.  
 
Other infrastructure requirements have been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The proposed allocations are not designed to create a suburb south of Woking. 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 some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as 
a result of the development.  
 
The development of the proposed sites would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
adverse impact on noise pollution. This is supported by Core Strategy Policy CS21 as well as 
the Development Management Policies DPD.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB10 Local infrastructure will not cope with increased 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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.  
 
Other infrastructure requirements have been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The proposed allocations are not designed to create a suburb south of Woking. 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 some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as 
a result of the development.  
 
The development of the proposed sites would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
adverse impact on noise pollution. This is supported by Core Strategy Policy CS21 as well as 
the Development Management Policies DPD.  
 
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. 

924 R Grimmer GB11 Local infrastructure will not cope with increased 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.  
 
Other infrastructure requirements have been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The proposed allocations are not designed to create a suburb south of Woking. 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 some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as 
a result of the development.  
 
The development of the proposed sites would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
adverse impact on noise pollution. This is supported by Core Strategy Policy CS21 as well as 
the Development Management Policies DPD.  
 
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 

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

924 R Grimmer GB14 Local infrastructure will not cope with increased 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.  
 
Other infrastructure requirements have been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
The proposed allocations are not designed to create a suburb south of Woking. 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 some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as 
a result of the development.  
 
The development of the proposed sites would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
adverse impact on noise pollution. This is supported by Core Strategy Policy CS21 as well as 
the Development Management Policies DPD.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB7 Concerned about proposed development around Mayford. 
Proposed sports and leisure facilities are in excess of school 
need. 

None stated. Concerns noted.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB8 Concerned about proposed development around Mayford. 
Proposed sports and leisure facilities are in excess of school 
need. 

None stated. Concerns noted.  
 
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 
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924 R Grimmer GB9 Concerned about proposed development around Mayford. 
Proposed sports and leisure facilities are in excess of school 
need. 

None stated. Concerns noted.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB10 Concerned about proposed development around Mayford. 
Proposed sports and leisure facilities are in excess of school 
need. 

None stated. Concerns noted.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB11 Concerned about proposed development around Mayford. 
Proposed sports and leisure facilities are in excess of school 
need. 

None stated. Concerns noted.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB14 Concerned about proposed development around Mayford. 
Proposed sports and leisure facilities are in excess of school 
need. 

None stated. Concerns noted.  
 
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 

924 R Grimmer GB7 Accept the need for some sports facilities and housing, 
however area recently had two large developments – Moor 
Lane and Westfield Avenue. 
Traffic already bad, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

924 R Grimmer GB8 Accept the need for some sports facilities and housing, 
however area recently had two large developments – Moor 
Lane and Westfield Avenue. 
Traffic already bad, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

924 R Grimmer GB9 Accept the need for some sports facilities and housing, 
however area recently had two large developments – Moor 
Lane and Westfield Avenue. 
Traffic already bad, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

924 R Grimmer GB10 Accept the need for some sports facilities and housing, 
however area recently had two large developments – Moor 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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Lane and Westfield Avenue. 
Traffic already bad, further development will make it worse. 

Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0.  

of this representation 

924 R Grimmer GB11 Accept the need for some sports facilities and housing, 
however area recently had two large developments – Moor 
Lane and Westfield Avenue. 
Traffic already bad, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

924 R Grimmer GB14 Accept the need for some sports facilities and housing, 
however area recently had two large developments – Moor 
Lane and Westfield Avenue. 
Traffic already bad, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been prepared in the context of the growth set out in the 
Core Strategy and therefore factors in proposals that are in the pipeline or under construction.  
 
Nevertheless, specific infrastructure requirements for the site were considered as part of the 
planning application process. 
 
This representation has also 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 

1525 Richard Grimmett GB2 Loss of Green Belt status should only be permitted in 
exceptional circumstances such as war, famine etc. It is a 
misplaced and simplistic belief that GDP growth is leading 
the country up a cul de sac of ever-increasing development 
focused in the south east. 

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 

1525 Richard Grimmett General Loss of Green Belt status should only be permitted in 
exceptional circumstances such as war, famine etc. It is a 
misplaced and simplistic belief that GDP growth is leading 
the country up a cul de sac of ever-increasing development 
focused in the south east. 

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 

1525 Richard Grimmett GB2 Uncontrolled immigration must require ever higher levels of 
housing and development. Control immigration and you 
control that development. Refers to the country's 
renegotiations of membership of the EU, or leaving it, being 
the basis for potentially never-ending dystopia of over-
development. Incursion in the Green Belt must be prevented 
while the country decides its fate.  

None stated. The Council is proposing these sites for allocation to meet its own development requirements, 
which are set in the Core Strategy 2012. Further detail on this can be found in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 1.0. Background evidence shows that most of the 
housing need in the Borough is internally generated.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1525 Richard Grimmett General Uncontrolled immigration must require ever higher levels of 
housing and development. Control immigration and you 
control that development. Refers to the country's 
renegotiations of membership of the EU, or leaving it, being 
the basis for potentially never-ending dystopia of over-
development. Incursion in the Green Belt must be prevented 
while the country decides its fate.  

None stated. The Council is proposing these sites for allocation to meet its own development requirements, 
which are set in the Core Strategy 2012. Further detail on this can be found in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 1.0. Background evidence shows that most of the 
housing need in the Borough is internally generated.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

632 T Grimshaw GB12 [The proposal and infrastructure required to support it] would 
result in upheaval and change the character of Pyrford 
village. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0, paragraph 23.1. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

632 T Grimshaw GB13 [The proposal and infrastructure required to support it] would 
result in upheaval and change the character of Pyrford 
village. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0, paragraph 23.1. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

632 T Grimshaw GB12 Opposes the plans, due to the increased traffic that would be 
generated from the development on already congested 
roads. The school is also at maximum capacity. The 
proposal to built this number of homes would need massive 
infrastructure changes. 

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, 3.8 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

632 T Grimshaw GB13 Opposes the plans, due to the increased traffic that would be 
generated from the development on already congested 
roads. The school is also at maximum capacity. The 
proposal to built this number of homes would need massive 
infrastructure changes. 

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, 3.8 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 Density would be significantly higher than the surrounding 
area. Infrastructure is insufficient to support additional 423 
houses: existing traffic congestion, inadequate sewage 
system, oversubscribed primary school, shortage of 
secondary school places, no medical facilities, limited bus 
437 service. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Density would be significantly higher than the surrounding 
area. Infrastructure is insufficient to support additional 423 
houses: existing traffic congestion, inadequate sewage 
system, oversubscribed primary school, shortage of 
secondary school places, no medical facilities, limited bus 
437 service. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Density would be significantly higher than the surrounding 
area. Infrastructure is insufficient to support additional 423 
houses: existing traffic congestion, inadequate sewage 
system, oversubscribed primary school, shortage of 
secondary school places, no medical facilities, limited bus 
437 service. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Density would be significantly higher than the surrounding 
area. Infrastructure is insufficient to support additional 423 
houses: existing traffic congestion, inadequate sewage 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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system, oversubscribed primary school, shortage of 
secondary school places, no medical facilities, limited bus 
437 service. 

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. 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12  
The proposed Wisley Airfield development is nearby, which 
will generate more traffic from the A3 to West Byfleet. The 
DPD makes no mention of this impact. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13  
The proposed Wisley Airfield development is nearby, which 
will generate more traffic from the A3 to West Byfleet. The 
DPD makes no mention of this impact. 

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. 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13  
The proposed Wisley Airfield development is nearby, which 
will generate more traffic from the A3 to West Byfleet. The 
DPD makes no mention of this impact. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13  
The proposed Wisley Airfield development is nearby, which 
will generate more traffic from the A3 to West Byfleet. The 
DPD makes no mention of this impact. 

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 

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

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 We would like to express our strong objection to removal of 
GB12 and GB13 from Green Belt for residential 
development. 
  
In the Pyrford ward these two Green Belt sites are proposed 
and no sites in the Urban Area. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 We would like to express our strong objection to removal of 
GB12 and GB13 from Green Belt for residential 
development. 
  
In the Pyrford ward these two Green Belt sites are proposed 
and no sites in the Urban Area. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Both amongst the few fields in Woking Borough used for 
arable agriculture. Development would change the distinctive 
rural area for ever. 

None stated. The proposals will not affect the most versatile agricultural land in the area. The Council has 
taken significant care to make sure that the proposals does not undermine the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt. 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 

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

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Both amongst the few fields in Woking Borough used for 
arable agriculture. Development would change the distinctive 
rural area for ever. 

None stated. The proposals will not affect the most versatile agricultural land in the area. The Council has 
taken significant care to make sure that the proposals does not undermine the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt. 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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 Both amongst the few fields in Woking Borough used for 
arable agriculture. Development would change the distinctive 
rural area for ever. 

None stated. The development will not adversely affect the most versatile agricultural land in the area. 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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Both amongst the few fields in Woking Borough used for 
arable agriculture. Development would change the distinctive 
rural area for ever. 

None stated. The proposals will not affect the most versatile agricultural land in the area. The Council has 
taken significant care to make sure that the proposals does not undermine the overall purpose 
of the Green Belt. 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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 GB12 is close to Pyrford Common, an important local open 
space, and opposite the Pyrford Court and the Bothy, both of 
local architectural importance. 

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. 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 GB12 is close to Pyrford Common, an important local open 
space, and opposite the Pyrford Court and the Bothy, both of 
local architectural importance. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 GB12 is close to Pyrford Common, an important local open 
space, and opposite the Pyrford Court and the Bothy, both of 
local architectural importance. 

None stated. It is not expected that the proposals will adversely affect Pyrford Common. 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 allocations are 
informed by a range of evidence. For example, the sites have been assessed against the 
purposes of the Green Belt. The evidence suggests that the proposals will not undermine the 
overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 GB12 is close to Pyrford Common, an important local open 
space, and opposite the Pyrford Court and the Bothy, both of 
local architectural importance. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 The Green Belt Boundary Review rejected GB13 as 
unsuitable but it was included in the DPD. It has an open 
exposed nature, is within an ‘Escarpment and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance’ and is adjacent to Aviary Road 
conservation area. 

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 

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

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 The Green Belt Boundary Review rejected GB13 as 
unsuitable but it was included in the DPD. It has an open 
exposed nature, is within an ‘Escarpment and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance’ and is adjacent to Aviary Road 
conservation area. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Woking Borough Council has not properly considered all 
possible brownfield sites. Green Belt review carried out by 
consultants but no reference to a formal review of brownfield 
sites; this should be carried out as a matter of urgency. 

None stated. 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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Woking Borough Council has not properly considered all 
possible brownfield sites. Green Belt review carried out by 
consultants but no reference to a formal review of brownfield 
sites; this should be carried out as a matter of urgency. 

None stated. 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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 The DPD has identified no urban area sites in Pyrford. The 
Green Belt Boundary Review rejected GB13 as unsuitable 
but it was included in the DPD. It has an open exposed 
nature, is within an ‘Escarpment and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance’ and is adjacent to Aviary Road 
conservation area. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 We would like to express our strong objection to removal of 
GB12 and GB13 from Green Belt for residential 
development. 
  
In the Pyrford ward these two Green Belt sites are proposed 
and no sites in the Urban Area. The Green Belt Boundary 
Review rejected GB13 as unsuitable but it was included in 
the DPD. It has an open exposed nature, is within an 
‘Escarpment and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance’ 
and is adjacent to Aviary Road conservation area. 

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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 Upshot Lane is narrow, lacks pavement and is part of the 
B367 route to the A3. Other village amenities adjoin the 
B367 so it is congested with parking problems, especially at 
peak times.  

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 

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

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Upshot Lane is narrow, lacks pavement and is part of the 
B367 route to the A3. Other village amenities adjoin the 
B367 so it is congested with parking problems, especially at 
peak times.  

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. This is fully 
acknowledged.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Upshot Lane is narrow, lacks pavement and is part of the 
B367 route to the A3. Other village amenities adjoin the 
B367 so it is congested with parking problems, especially at 
peak times.  

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. This is fully 
acknowledged.  

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Upshot Lane is narrow, lacks pavement and is part of the 
B367 route to the A3. Other village amenities adjoin the 
B367 so it is congested with parking problems, especially at 
peak times.  

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. This is fully 
acknowledged.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB12 Woking Borough Council has not properly considered all 
possible brownfield sites. Green Belt review carried out by 
consultants but no reference to a formal review of brownfield 
sites; this should be carried out as a matter of urgency. 

None stated. 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 

1175 Andrew, 
Wendy 

Grimshaw GB13 Woking Borough Council has not properly considered all 
possible brownfield sites. Green Belt review carried out by 
consultants but no reference to a formal review of brownfield 
sites; this should be carried out as a matter of urgency. 

None stated. 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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB12 Will negatively affect the village feel of Pyrford due to the 
scale of development. 

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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 Will negatively affect the village feel of Pyrford due to the 
scale of development. 

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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 Boundary with Aviary Road not strong. None stated. The Site Allocations DPD notes that the boundaries are typically screened by trees and/or 
hedgerow, it does not state that it is comprehensively screened. In order to address these 
issues, the key requirements for the site note that development should have regard to the 
landscape and conservation context, provide green infrastructure and landscaping, contain 
biodiversity improvements as well as retain tree belts and mature trees within the site in order 
to improve landscaping to mitigate visual impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 Object to the scale of development proposals in Pyrford and 
Wisley. 

None stated. The Council has comprehensively explained why some areas of the Green Belt land will be 
required to be released to meet the housing need for the borough. This is set out in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
Adjoining authorities will be under similar pressures to deliver housing to address the unmet 
housing need. Under the Duty to Cooperate the Council will have to work with neighbouring 
authorities to explore whether the unmet need can be met in their areas. Additionally, the 
Council will work constructively and positively with adjoining authorities and key stakeholders 
to consider cross boundary strategic matters, including the potential cumulative impact of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development proposals. Please see the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 In conflict with CS20 as fails to preserve of enhance the CA. 
Site is on a slope that is overlooked by CA houses. 

None stated. Whilst this representation 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 CS20, CS21, 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. 
 
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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB12 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Proposed Wisley development will further increase traffic 
levels. 

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, taking into a count development elsewhere in and adjacent to the Borough. 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 note the parking situation at Pyrford School. The Council would recommend 
highlighting this to the County Highways Authority as well as Woking Borough Council Parking 
Services to see what can be done to address the current situation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Proposed Wisley development will further increase traffic 
levels. 

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, taking into a count development elsewhere in and adjacent to the Borough. 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 note the parking situation at Pyrford School. The Council would recommend 
highlighting this to the County Highways Authority as well as Woking Borough Council Parking 
Services to see what can be done to address the current situation. 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 No explanation for not following GBR recommendations. 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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 Concerned about potential flooding near bordering properties 
therefore in conflict with CS20. 

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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB12 Pyrford School is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 Pyrford School is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB12 The medical facilities are at capacity and there are long 
waiting times for doctor appointments. 

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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 The medical facilities are at capacity and there are long 
waiting times for doctor appointments. 

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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB12 West Byfleet rail station car park is almost full, further 
development will make this worse and there is no space for 
expansion. Woking rail station parking is full. 
The public transport system will not cope with the additional 
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. 
 
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. 
 
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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 West Byfleet rail station car park is almost full, further 
development will make this worse and there is no space for 
expansion. Woking rail station parking is full. 
The public transport system will not cope with the additional 
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. 
 
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. 
 
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 

906 Lucy Grivvell GB13 Conflict with CS24. Site is part of the Pyrford escarpment. 
Does not consider some wildlife on site – mammals. 

None stated. The representation regarding the impact on landscape and consistency with Core Strategy 
Policy CS24 has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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Section 7.0. 
 
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. 

of this representation 

907 Darren Grivvell GB12 Public consultation length and publicity insufficient. 
Further consultation is required. 

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 

907 Darren Grivvell GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
The infrastructure is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
The road network, medical facilities, Pyrford school are at 
capacity and further development will make the situation 
worse. 
West Byfleet rail station car park is almost full further 
development will 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. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure in general has been addressed in the Council’s 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.7 to 3.11. 
 
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.  
 
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 

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

907 Darren Grivvell GB12 Will negatively affect the village feel of Pyrford due to the 
scale of development. 
Will impact the CA. 

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. 
There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the population of some 
areas/war. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure 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 standards in 
accordance with the environmental/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 of the draft allocation as well as the robust planning policy framework in 
place will ensure that the heritage assets and conservation areas of the Borough will not be 
adversely affected by the proposals.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

907 Darren Grivvell GB12 Conflicts with stated Government purposes of the Green Belt 
including safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 
This area of Green Belt has special beauty and significance 
and should be protected. 
Asks have all options been fully explored? 

None stated. The representation regarding the Council's proposed Site Allocations DPD and its consistency 
with national policy has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 2.0. 
 
The representation regarding the impact on landscape character has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council has considered a wide range of sites for development across the Borough. This is 
set out in the Sustainability Appraisal as well as Section 9.0 and 11.0 of the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. 
 
It should be noted that 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 

373 J Grosse GB16 The site is being allocated for a different proposal to the 
proposal being put forward by Octagon. The proposal will 
lead to increase traffic and parking along the A245.  

None stated. 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. 
 
Please also see This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

373 J Grosse GB15 Object to proposals as West Byfleet.  
The arbitrary choice of the sites is for the convenience of the 
Council. There has been little regard on the effects proposals 
will have on local infrastructure and services. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively 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 

373 J Grosse GB16 Object to proposals as West Byfleet.  
The arbitrary choice of the sites is for the convenience of the 
Council. There has been little regard on the effects proposals 
will have on local infrastructure and services. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively 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 

373 J Grosse GB15 The proposed level of development for West Hall would be 
unsuitable and will create gridlock on the A245. The 
proposals would also be contrary to the principles of 
affordable housing to be located close to local services and 
facilities 

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 

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. 
 
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.  Further information can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper Section 1.0.  
 
The Core Strategy policy CS12 sets out the Council's affordable housing requirements. 
  

140 M Grove GB8 We feel the increase of traffic would be disastrous for the 
area. Woking is known for its green spaces and it would be a 
shame if they were to be built on.. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. See Sections 20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB7 Such a concentration of Traveller sites will put pressure on 
local schools to meet their specific needs. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB8 Recognise the pressure for a secondary school, but plans go 
too far. 

None stated. Surrey County Council, as the education authority for the Borough, has highlighted that there is 
a need for a new secondary school in the Borough to meet demand. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, this site was identified as being suitable for a new school. Nevertheless the 
exact details and design of any proposed school would have to be judged on their own merits.  
 
The proposed scheme has since publication of the DPD, been granted planning permission for 
a new school and leisure facility. The Officer's Report to the Planning Committee sets out the 
very special circumstances case that was put forward by the applicant. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB9  
Recognise the pressure for a secondary school, but plans go 
too far. 

None stated. Surrey County Council, as the education authority for the Borough, has highlighted that there is 
a need for a new secondary school in the Borough to meet demand. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, this site was identified as being suitable for a new school. Nevertheless the 
exact details and design of any proposed school would have to be judged on their own merits.  
 
The proposed scheme has since publication of the DPD, been granted planning permission for 
a new school and leisure facility. The Officer's Report to the Planning Committee sets out the 
very special circumstances case that was put forward by the applicant. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB10  
Recognise the pressure for a secondary school, but plans go 
too far. 

None stated. Surrey County Council, as the education authority for the Borough, has highlighted that there is 
a need for a new secondary school in the Borough to meet demand. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, this site was identified as being suitable for a new school. Nevertheless the 
exact details and design of any proposed school would have to be judged on their own merits.  
 
The proposed scheme has since publication of the DPD, been granted planning permission for 
a new school and leisure facility. The Officer's Report to the Planning Committee sets out the 
very special circumstances case that was put forward by the applicant. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB11  
Recognise the pressure for a secondary school, but plans go 
too far. 

None stated. Surrey County Council, as the education authority for the Borough, has highlighted that there is 
a need for a new secondary school in the Borough to meet demand. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, this site was identified as being suitable for a new school. Nevertheless the 
exact details and design of any proposed school would have to be judged on their own merits.  
 
The proposed scheme has since publication of the DPD, been granted planning permission for 
a new school and leisure facility. The Officer's Report to the Planning Committee sets out the 
very special circumstances case that was put forward by the applicant. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB7 Recognise the pressure for a secondary school, but plans go 
too far. 

None stated. Surrey County Council, as the education authority for the Borough, has highlighted that there is 
a need for a new secondary school in the Borough to meet demand. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, this site was identified as being suitable for a new school. Nevertheless the 
exact details and design of any proposed school would have to be judged on their own merits.  
 
The proposed scheme has since publication of the DPD, been granted planning permission for 
a new school and leisure facility. The Officer's Report to the Planning Committee sets out the 
very special circumstances case that was put forward by the applicant. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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865 David Gullen GB8 Agree the area needs a secondary school. 
Gym and public recreation facilities are not needed due to 
the proximity of Woking Leisure Centre. 

None stated. Planning permission has been granted for a new secondary school and leisure centre at the 
site. The Officer's Report for the application is available online 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB8 Enjoy open green space and plans to remove Green Belt 
should be prevented. 

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. 
 
The Council believes that it has put forward a strong case for identifying sites within the Green 
Belt for development and safeguarding and is also consistent with national planning policy. 
This is 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 

865 David Gullen GB8 Enjoy open green space and plans to remove Green Belt 
should be prevented. 

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. 
 
The Council believes that it has put forward a strong case for identifying sites within the Green 
Belt for development and safeguarding and is also consistent with national planning policy. 
This is 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 

865 David Gullen GB9 Enjoy open green space and plans to remove Green Belt 
should be prevented. 

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. 
 
The Council believes that it has put forward a strong case for identifying sites within the Green 
Belt for development and safeguarding and is also consistent with national planning policy. 
This is 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 

865 David Gullen GB10 Enjoy open green space and plans to remove Green Belt 
should be prevented. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 
 
The Council believes that it has put forward a strong case for identifying sites within the Green 
Belt for development and safeguarding and is also consistent with national planning policy. 
This is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

865 David Gullen GB11 Enjoy open green space and plans to remove Green Belt 
should be prevented. 

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. 
 
The Council believes that it has put forward a strong case for identifying sites within the Green 
Belt for development and safeguarding and is also consistent with national planning policy. 
This is 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 

865 David Gullen GB8 The level of concerns from Mayford residents should not be 
ignored. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. In 
addition, all representations received during the Regulation 18 consultation have been 
considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB9 The level of concerns from Mayford residents should not be 
ignored. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. In 
addition, all representations received during the Regulation 18 consultation have been 
considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB10 The level of concerns from Mayford residents should not be 
ignored. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. In 
addition, all representations received during the Regulation 18 consultation have been 
considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB11 The level of concerns from Mayford residents should not be 
ignored. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. In 
addition, all representations received during the Regulation 18 consultation have been 
considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB7 The level of concerns from Mayford residents should not be 
ignored. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. In 
addition, all representations received during the Regulation 18 consultation have been 
considered. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB7 Should not be still be considered Green Belt, it will be 
housing. 

Should not be 
considered as 
Green Belt. 

The proposal is not proposing that the site be removed from the Green Belt.  
It is not unusual for built development to be the washed over by the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB7 Will impact the adjoining SSSI and residents ability to access 
it. 

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.  
 
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 

865 David Gullen GB9 Objects to the scale of development, Mayford has a 
disproportionate amount of housing proposed compared to 
other areas. The village of Mayford would be lost and the 
area would become a suburb of Woking. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD contains nearly 70 sites for development needs. This includes 
both brownfield and Green Belt sites. The Council is proposing to safeguard land in Mayford for 
future development needs, post 2027. In addition to this, the Council is seeking to allocate 
Green Belt sites in West Byfleet, Byfleet, Pyrford and Brookwood. 
 
The impact of the proposed allocations on local character has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. It should be noted that by 
reducing the amount of development on the proposed sites would require the Council to 
remove more land from the Green Belt to meet development needs.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Overall, the Council believe that its robust policy framework can ensure that future 
development does not have a significant impact on local character. This includes Core Strategy 
Policy CS21, the Development Management Policies DPD and the Design SPD. 

865 David Gullen GB10 Objects to the scale of development, Mayford has a 
disproportionate amount of housing proposed compared to 
other areas. The village of Mayford would be lost and the 
area would become a suburb of Woking. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD contains nearly 70 sites for development needs. This includes 
both brownfield and Green Belt sites. The Council is proposing to safeguard land in Mayford for 
future development needs, post 2027. In addition to this, the Council is seeking to allocate 
Green Belt sites in West Byfleet, Byfleet, Pyrford and Brookwood. 
 
The impact of the proposed allocations on local character has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. It should be noted that by 
reducing the amount of development on the proposed sites would require the Council to 
remove more land from the Green Belt to meet development needs.  
 
Overall, the Council believe that its robust policy framework can ensure that future 
development does not have a significant impact on local character. This includes Core Strategy 
Policy CS21, the Development Management Policies DPD and the Design SPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB11 Objects to the scale of development, Mayford has a 
disproportionate amount of housing proposed compared to 
other areas. The village of Mayford would be lost and the 
area would become a suburb of Woking. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD contains nearly 70 sites for development needs. This includes 
both brownfield and Green Belt sites. The Council is proposing to safeguard land in Mayford for 
future development needs, post 2027. In addition to this, the Council is seeking to allocate 
Green Belt sites in West Byfleet, Byfleet, Pyrford and Brookwood. 
 
The impact of the proposed allocations on local character has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and 23.0. It should be noted that by 
reducing the amount of development on the proposed sites would require the Council to 
remove more land from the Green Belt to meet development needs.  
 
Overall, the Council believe that its robust policy framework can ensure that future 
development does not have a significant impact on local character. This includes Core Strategy 
Policy CS21, the Development Management Policies DPD and the Design SPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB7 Acknowledges the need for more pitches however it should 
not be only one area having to meet this need. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 4.0 and 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

865 David Gullen GB8 Other housing plans around the school would lead to 
Mayford Village being consumed by Woking. 

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 

865 David Gullen GB8 Mayford would no longer be a village, but a suburb of 
Woking, due to the scale of proposed development. Plans 
need to be scaled back. 

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 

865 David Gullen GB9 Mayford would no longer be a village, but a suburb of 
Woking, due to the scale of proposed development. Plans 
need to be scaled back. 

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 

865 David Gullen GB10 Mayford would no longer be a village, but a suburb of 
Woking, due to the scale of proposed development. Plans 
need to be scaled back. 

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 

865 David Gullen GB11 Mayford would no longer be a village, but a suburb of 
Woking, due to the scale of proposed development. Plans 
need to be scaled back. 

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 

865 David Gullen GB7 Mayford would no longer be a village, but a suburb of 
Woking, due to the scale of proposed development. Plans 
need to be scaled back. 

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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1108 Kate Gulliver GB12 Possibly the most key issue is the destruction of the 
landscape and Green Belt in and around Pyrford. I have not 
seen any proposals for the development of any brown field 
sites, of which there are plenty. 

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 

1108 Kate Gulliver GB13 Possibly the most key issue is the destruction of the 
landscape and Green Belt in and around Pyrford. I have not 
seen any proposals for the development of any brown field 
sites, of which there are plenty. 

None stated. The Council accepts the character of Pyrford is distinctive to be protected. However, it is 
satisfied that it will not be compromised by the proposals. The landscape implications of the 
proposals is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1108 Kate Gulliver GB12 Strongly believe there are other sites worthy of 
consideration, probably more expensive to develop, before 
we remove Green Belt.  

None stated. The Council has carried out an assessment of brownfield land, including increased densities to 
meet the development needs of the area. See Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. There is not sufficient brownfield land to meet development needs over the entire 
plan period. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1108 Kate Gulliver GB13 Strongly believe there are other sites worthy of 
consideration, probably more expensive to develop, before 
we remove 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 

1108 Kate Gulliver GB12 The infrastructure will be incapable of delivering services to a 
further 1000+ people, including roads (busy enough), doctors 
and train services. 

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 

1108 Kate Gulliver GB13 The infrastructure will be incapable of delivering services to a 
further 1000+ people, including roads (busy enough), doctors 
and train services. 

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 

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

1135 Stuart Gulliver GB12 I object to the planned development in Pyrford. New 
development will destroy the small village atmosphere and 
access to fields and walks. There is more than enough traffic 
coming through Pyrford, which this development will 
exacerbate. 

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 

1135 Stuart Gulliver GB13 I object to the planned development in Pyrford. New 
development will destroy the small village atmosphere and 
access to fields and walks. There is more than enough traffic 
coming through Pyrford, which this development will 
exacerbate. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 3, 20. The Council is satisfied that the proposals will not 
significantly undermine the character of the area. A Sustainability Appraisal has been carried 
out to ensure that the environmental, social and economic impacts of the proposals are taken 
into account and any adverse impacts minimised. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1135 Stuart Gulliver GB13 The land is Green Belt and should remain so. 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1135 Stuart Gulliver GB12 The land is Green Belt and should remain so. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB8 The Green Belt prevents urban sprawl and maintains the 
spaces between settlements. The proposals will remove the 
land that separates Hook Heath from Mayford and Mayford 
from Woking. This goes against the principles of Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB9 The Green Belt prevents urban sprawl and maintains the 
spaces between settlements. The proposals will remove the 
land that separates Hook Heath from Mayford and Mayford 
from Woking. This goes against the principles of Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB10 The Green Belt prevents urban sprawl and maintains the 
spaces between settlements. The proposals will remove the 
land that separates Hook Heath from Mayford and Mayford 
from Woking. This goes against the principles of Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB11 The Green Belt prevents urban sprawl and maintains the 
spaces between settlements. The proposals will remove the 
land that separates Hook Heath from Mayford and Mayford 
from Woking. This goes against the principles of Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB14 The Green Belt prevents urban sprawl and maintains the 
spaces between settlements. The proposals will remove the 
land that separates Hook Heath from Mayford and Mayford 
from Woking. This goes against the principles of Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB8 Mayford's transport infrastructure is heavily congested. 
Additional homes, retail and a new school in the local area 
will make this much worse.  

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 
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The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact 
of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate 
and suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority as the site has 
been granted planning permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
It should be noted that the Council has no intention of allocating sites for a retail park in 
Mayford. As noted in proposed allocation GB9, 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 will not have a significant 
impact on the highways network. 

757 Nigel Guy GB9 Mayford's transport infrastructure is heavily congested. 
Additional homes, retail and a new school in the local area 
will make this much worse.  

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 proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact 
of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate 
and suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority as the site has 
been granted planning permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
It should be noted that the Council has no intention of allocating sites for a retail park in 
Mayford. As noted in proposed allocation GB9, 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 will not have a significant 
impact on the highways network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB10 Mayford's transport infrastructure is heavily congested. 
Additional homes, retail and a new school in the local area 
will make this much worse.  

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 proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact 
of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate 
and suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority as the site has 
been granted planning permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
It should be noted that the Council has no intention of allocating sites for a retail park in 
Mayford. As noted in proposed allocation GB9, 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 will not have a significant 
impact on the highways network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB11 Mayford's transport infrastructure is heavily congested. 
Additional homes, retail and a new school in the local area 
will make this much worse.  

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact 
of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate 
and suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority as the site has 
been granted planning permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
It should be noted that the Council has no intention of allocating sites for a retail park in 
Mayford. As noted in proposed allocation GB9, 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 will not have a significant 
impact on the highways network. 

757 Nigel Guy GB14 Mayford's transport infrastructure is heavily congested. 
Additional homes, retail and a new school in the local area 
will make this much worse.  

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 proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact 
of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate 
and suitable by the Local Planning Authority and County Highways Authority as the site has 
been granted planning permission for a new school and associated leisure facilities. 
 
It should be noted that the Council has no intention of allocating sites for a retail park in 
Mayford. As noted in proposed allocation GB9, 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 will not have a significant 
impact on the highways network. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB8 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that WBC need to find 550 homes in the Green Belt in 
this Plan period. WBC have gone further then required, and 
although sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies. WBC have not demonstrated 
any additional need post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB9 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that WBC need to find 550 homes in the Green Belt in 
this Plan period. WBC have gone further then required, and 
although sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies. WBC have not demonstrated 
any additional need post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB10 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that WBC need to find 550 homes in the Green Belt in 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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this Plan period. WBC have gone further then required, and 
although sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies. WBC have not demonstrated 
any additional need post 2027. 

757 Nigel Guy GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that WBC need to find 550 homes in the Green Belt in 
this Plan period. WBC have gone further then required, and 
although sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies. WBC have not demonstrated 
any additional need post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB14 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that WBC need to find 550 homes in the Green Belt in 
this Plan period. WBC have gone further then required, and 
although sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies. WBC have not demonstrated 
any additional need post 2027. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 2.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

757 Nigel Guy GB8 The proposed housing densities are significantly higher than 
the average density of Hook Heath and there is no 
justification for this.  

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 

757 Nigel Guy GB9 The proposed housing densities are significantly higher than 
the average density of Hook Heath and there is no 
justification for this.  

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 

757 Nigel Guy GB10 The proposed housing densities are significantly higher than 
the average density of Hook Heath and there is no 
justification for this.  

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 

757 Nigel Guy GB11 The proposed housing densities are significantly higher than 
the average density of Hook Heath and there is no 
justification for this.  

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 

757 Nigel Guy GB14 The proposed housing densities are significantly higher than 
the average density of Hook Heath and there is no 
justification for this.  

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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB4 The proposal would remove most of the local 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB5 The proposal would remove most of the local 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). 
 

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

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB15 The proposal would remove most of the local 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. 
 
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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB16 The proposal would remove most of the local 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. 
 
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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB12 The proposal would remove most of the local 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB13 The proposal would remove most of the local 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB4 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 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB5 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 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB15 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 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.  

of this representation 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB16 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 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy 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 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy 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 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB15 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB16 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB12 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB13 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB4 Object to development as it may increase 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB5 Object to development as it may increase 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB15 Object to development as it may increase 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 
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of this representation 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB16 Object to development as it may increase 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB12 Object to development as it may increase 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB13 Object to development as it may increase 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB4 It will increase congestion on A245 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB5 It will increase congestion on A245 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 

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. 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB15 It will increase congestion on A245 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB16 It will increase congestion on A245 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 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB12 It will increase congestion on A245 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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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. 

775 Alan and 
Lyn 

Guy GB13 It will increase congestion on A245 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 

 


