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1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB12 The houses would substantially impact already busy narrow 
roads, it could not cope with additional 400+ cars daily. 
There is already a lack of spaces in local schools, the 
addition would be unmanageable and at od with the 
redevelopment of Pyrford Primary. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB13 The houses would substantially impact already busy narrow 
roads, it could not cope with additional 400+ cars daily. 
There is already a lack of spaces in local schools, the 
addition would be unmanageable and at od with the 
redevelopment of Pyrford Primary. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB13 We formally object. Our understanding is the Borough has 
ignored the PNF’s 2 letters raising concerns about the Green 
Belt Review approach and their advisers attempts to address 
the Executive were repulsed. The Executive proceeded to 
take the decision to publish the DPD without reviewing valid 
representations. This strongly suggests development of 
these fields is not a valid option. 

None stated. The Council had not ignored the representations of residents. Every observation submitted to 
the Council was taken into account before  the DPD was published. The representations has to 
be balanced with the clear responsibility of the Council to meet the development needs of the 
area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB12 We formally object. Our understanding is the Borough has 
ignored the PNF’s 2 letters raising concerns about the Green 
Belt Review approach and their advisers attempts to address 
the Executive were repulsed. The Executive proceeded to 
take the decision to publish the DPD without reviewing valid 
representations. This strongly suggests development of 
these fields is not a valid option. 

None stated. The Council has not ignored the views of the community. It will continue to take account of 
public opinion. However, it will have to balance that with its responsibility to meet the 
development needs of the area. The Council has used a range of evidence to inform the DPD. 
Collectively, they justify the allocation of the sites that are being proposed.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB12 The site is currently designated as Green Belt land for a valid 
reason, to retain countryside. It seems illogical to erode this 
valued ideology. We will never reclaim this land, with 
negative impact upon the environment, infrastructure, 
schools and loss of the village community. There are more 
suitable sites in Surrey for new homes, particularly brown 
field sites. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB13 The site is currently designated as Green Belt land for a valid 
reason, to retain countryside. It seems illogical to erode this 
valued ideology. We will never reclaim this land, with 
negative impact upon the environment, infrastructure, 
schools and loss of the village community. There are more 
suitable sites in Surrey for new homes, particularly brown 
field sites. 

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 already carried out an assessment of the capacity of the urban area to meet the 
development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to meet development 
needs over the entire plan period. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB12 Important to maintain the natural landscape, for many it is 
the feature for choosing to live here. We regularly use the 
footpath over the fields. Access to local countryside ad 
significantly to our quality of life. 

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 

1191 Ian, 
Emma 
Cheney 

Hackman GB13 Important to maintain the natural landscape, for many it is 
the feature for choosing to live here. We regularly use the 
footpath over the fields. Access to local countryside ad 
significantly to our quality of life. 

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 

1426 Richard Hackney GB5 Byfleet has serious flooding issues None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1426 Richard Hackney GB4 Do not proceed with housing, Byfleet cannot sustain any 
more housing. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 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 

1426 Richard Hackney GB5 Do not proceed with housing, Byfleet cannot sustain any 
more housing. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in 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). 

1426 Richard Hackney GB5 Retaining Green Belt is of upmost importance, as agreed 
with by Jonathan Lord MP. Experience of planning 
permission being refused due to 'overlooking' Green Belt 
which shows the high regard the Council has for rural open 
space.  

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1426 Richard Hackney GB5 Road infrastructure is at breaking point without introducing 
further 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 

772 Susan Hadley GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. Pyrford is 
unspoilt countryside and an asset to the borough 

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). 
 
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. 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 the impact on landscape character has been 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 

772 Susan Hadley GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. Pyrford is 
unspoilt countryside and an asset to the borough 

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). 
 
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. 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 the impact on landscape character has been 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 

772 Susan Hadley GB12 The narrow road network can not cope with the existing 
volume of traffic 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 

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. 

772 Susan Hadley GB13 The narrow road network can not cope with the existing 
volume of traffic 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 

772 Susan Hadley GB12 Should take into account the effect the proposals will have 
on the large local elderly population. 

None stated. There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed safeguarding of this site for future 
development needs will have a negative impact on local elderly residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

772 Susan Hadley GB13 Should take into account the effect the proposals will have 
on the large local elderly population. 

None stated. There is no evidence to suggest that the proposed safeguarding of this site for future 
development needs will have a negative impact on local elderly residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

772 Susan Hadley GB12 Do not have the facilities or infrastructure to cope with the 
amount of proposed housing. 

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 

772 Susan Hadley GB13 Do not have the facilities or infrastructure to cope with the 
amount of proposed housing. 

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 

772 Susan Hadley GB12 It would spoil the character of the village and would become 
a suburb of Woking.  

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). 
 
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. 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 the impact on landscape character has been 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 

772 Susan Hadley GB13 It would spoil the character of the village and would become 
a suburb of Woking.  

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). 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 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 the impact on landscape character has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Please also see Section 7.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

262 Homan Haghighi 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 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 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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the reasons 
stated above. 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. The site can be developed without significant risk to flooding. About 70% 
of the site is in Flood Zone 1 where development is directed.  Any development of the site will 
be focus on where there is minimum risk of flooding. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. The manner that infrastructure provision has been assessed to support 
the proposed development is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. see 
Section 3.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the reasons 
stated above. 

158 Sadie Haigh 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. 

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. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh GB7 Proposals that will adversely impact environmentally 
sensitive sites and cannot be adequately mitigated will be 
refused. Ten Acre Farm has four boundaries to Smarts 
Heath Common, the Hoe Stream (with railway line behind), 
B380 road, 1 Smarts Heath Road and adjacent nursery land. 
Smarts Heath Common is a Special Sites of Scientific 
Interest (SSSI) designated by Bird Life International as an 
"Important Bird Area". The Hoe Stream is a Site of Nature 
Conservation Importance (SNCI), a valuable link and habitat 
corridor for other SNCI sites in the Hoe Valley. Extending this 
site WOULD adversely impact these sensitive sites.  

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. 

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. 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. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh GB7 IMPACT - Site Concentration. ALL of Woking's Traveller 
sites are concentrated in one part of the Borough - Ten Acre 
Farm, Mayford; Hatchingtan, Burdenshott Road (one mile 
from Ten Acre Farm); and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye (three 
miles from Ten Acre Farm). Mayford already provides a 
major contribution towards the Traveller Community, further 
expansion is not justified. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated above. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

158 Sadie Haigh GB7 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh 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 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the reasons 
stated above. 

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. 

158 Sadie Haigh GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those in the Green Belt. However no urban sites appear to 
have been considered - there must be doubt as to the validity 
of no other sites across the whole of the Borough being 
identified or suitable. Where no sites are available in the 
urban area, priority will be given to sites on the edge of the 
urban area that benefit from good access to jobs, shops and 
other infrastructure and services. Mayford does not satisfy 
any of these criteria. 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 the owners' 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 above. 

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 

158 Sadie Haigh GB7 Object to expansion of Ten Acre Farm by up to 12 Traveller 
pitches as the site not currently deliverable. If letters sent to 
confirm availability with landowners have not established 
them as available, they have not been included in the 
assessment. If the landowner identified a site as not 
available, then the site is not considered further for Gypsy 
and Traveller use (WBC Green Belt Review 2014 - GBR). 
Woking Borough Council (WBC) approached Mr Lee, 
owner/occupier of Ten Acre Farm to ask if the site was 
available. Residents understand that the site is not available 
and that Mr Lee has not, to date, confirmed availability. With 
no written confirmation of availability, the site must be 
removed from the DPD. The owner/occupier continues to 
seek planning approval for his own residential use. The site 
has a low existing use value and residential development is 
likely to be economically viable at a low density (GBR). The 
Council is acting contrary to its own Strategic Land 
Accommodation Assessment 2014 (SHLAA) by including 
Ten Acre Farm as an extended Traveller site. The site 
should not be included in the DPD. 

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. 

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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

586 Martin Hale GB10 I have other issues covered by the Mayford Village Society's 
response, and am happy for them to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
Objection noted. It should be clarified that site GB14 is not allocated for development but for 
green infrastructure purposes. The principle of Green Belt development and the case for 
safeguarding land for future development needs 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 

586 Martin Hale GB11 I have other issues covered by the Mayford Village Society's 
response, and am happy for them to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
Objection noted. It should be clarified that site GB14 is not allocated for development but for 
green infrastructure purposes. The principle of Green Belt development and the case for 
safeguarding land for future development needs 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 

586 Martin Hale GB8 I have other issues covered by the Mayford Village Society's 
response, and am happy for them to represent my views. For 
similar reasons as the concerns about GB10 and GB11, 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
Objection noted. It should be clarified that site GB14 is not allocated for development but for 
green infrastructure purposes. The principle of Green Belt development and the case for 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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objects to housing development on sites GB8, GB9 and 
GB14. 

safeguarding land for future development needs is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

586 Martin Hale GB9 I have other issues covered by the Mayford Village Society's 
response, and am happy for them to represent my views. For 
similar reasons as the concerns about GB10 and GB11, 
objects to housing development on sites GB8, GB9 and 
GB14. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
Objection noted. It should be clarified that site GB14 is not allocated for development but for 
green infrastructure purposes. The principle of Green Belt development and the case for 
safeguarding land for future development needs 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 

586 Martin Hale GB14 I have other issues covered by the Mayford Village Society's 
response, and am happy for them to represent my views. For 
similar reasons as the concerns about GB10 and GB11, 
objects to housing development on sites GB8, GB9 and 
GB14. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
Objection noted. It should be clarified that site GB14 is not allocated for development but for 
green infrastructure purposes. The principle of Green Belt development and the case for 
safeguarding land for future development needs 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 

586 Martin Hale GB10 Objects to the proposals. The land slopes down from the 
escarpment and contains significant established vegetation, 
including mature trees that aid drainage during rainfall. 
Development of land will reduce natural soil absorption and 
increase flood risk. Refers to localised areas of waterlogging 
(west of Little Gorsewood) and flooding that occurred after 
the ploughing of site GB10 after heavy rainfall.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 5.0 and 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

586 Martin Hale GB11 Objects to the proposals. The land slopes down from the 
escarpment and contains significant established vegetation, 
including mature trees that aid drainage during rainfall. 
Development of land will reduce natural soil absorption and 
increase flood risk. Refers to localised areas of waterlogging 
(west of Little Gorsewood) and flooding that occurred after 
the ploughing of site GB10 after heavy rainfall.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 5.0 and 7.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

586 Martin Hale GB10 Infrastructure is a major concern, due to the time (30mins) it 
takes to drive into Woking on the A320 and the lack of a 
regular bus service. 

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 point about the irregular bus service 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 

586 Martin Hale GB11 Infrastructure is a major concern, due to the time (30mins) it 
takes to drive into Woking on the A320 and the lack of a 
regular bus service. 

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 point about the irregular bus service 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 

586 Martin Hale GB10 Maintaining Green Belt around Woking is essential to 
maintain separation between Woking and Guildford. Please 
reconsider your plans. 

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 

586 Martin Hale GB11 Maintaining Green Belt around Woking is essential to 
maintain separation between Woking and Guildford. Please 
reconsider your plans. 

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 

586 Martin Hale GB8 Maintaining Green Belt around Woking is essential to 
maintain separation between Woking and Guildford. Please 
reconsider your plans. 

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 

586 Martin Hale GB9 Maintaining Green Belt around Woking is essential to 
maintain separation between Woking and Guildford. Please 
reconsider your plans. 

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 

586 Martin Hale GB14 Maintaining Green Belt around Woking is essential to 
maintain separation between Woking and Guildford. Please 
reconsider your plans. 

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 

586 Martin Hale GB10 The roads accessing the A320 in Mayford are minor country 
roads, some parts are narrow and railway bridges single 
lane. They are not designed for and would be unsuitable for 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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increased traffic, including construction vehicles. 

586 Martin Hale GB11 The roads accessing the A320 in Mayford are minor country 
roads, some parts are narrow and railway bridges single 
lane. They are not designed for and would be unsuitable for 
increased traffic, including construction 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

586 Martin Hale GB10 The sites are a habitat for a variety of wildlife, which will be 
lost. The area is also adjacent to a SSSI which will be 
compromised.  

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 key requirements set out in the DPD also state that development will be required to retain 
protected and amenity trees as well as wildlife corridors and habitats. This will be considered in 
detail at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has consulted with Natural England and no objection has been raised over the 
allocation 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 sites 
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 
development proposal takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse impacts on 
the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

586 Martin Hale GB11 The sites are a habitat for a variety of wildlife, which will be 
lost. The area is also adjacent to a SSSI which will be 
compromised.  

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 key requirements set out in the DPD also state that development will be required to retain 
protected and amenity trees as well as wildlife corridors and habitats. This will be considered in 
detail at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has consulted with Natural England and no objection has been raised over the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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allocation 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 sites 
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 
development proposal takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse impacts on 
the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 

735 Ralph Hales General Support the views of the Byfleet petition and would like these 
to be taken fully into account in the proposals and the 
release of Green Belt land.  

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 

22 Linda Hall GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of the Borough, 
around Mayford, which makes a major contribution to the 
Traveller community. Further expansion is unjustified. 

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 

22 Linda Hall GB7 Ten acre farm is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common, a SSSI. 
The proposal would decrease the visual amenity and 
character of the common for leisure use and pose a risk to 
wildlife due to the increased number of domestic animals 
nearby. 

None stated. The allocation of Ten Acres to provide pitches is comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB7 Traveller sites should have good access to a range of shops, 
services and schools, which the site does not have. 

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 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regarding policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regarding policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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22 Linda Hall GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regarding policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regarding policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 , 2 
and 4. The Council is satisfied that the site can be development without significant impacts on 
the character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a comprehensive assessment of brownfield land in the urban area 
to meet the future development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to 
meet development needs over the entire plan period. This particular issue has been 
comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a comprehensive assessment of brownfield land in the urban area 
to meet the future development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to 
meet development needs over the entire plan period. This particular issue has been 
comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. The Council has carried out a comprehensive assessment of brownfield land in the urban area 
to meet the future development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to 
meet development needs over the entire plan period. This particular issue has been 
comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. The Council has carried out a comprehensive assessment of brownfield land in the urban area 
to meet the future development needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to 
meet development needs over the entire plan period. This particular issue has been 
comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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high risk of coalescence between the two towns. 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. This matter 
is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. The issue about the physical separation between Woking and 
Guildford has been addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 12. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. Land ownership has not influenced the selection of sites. This matter is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. Ownership of land has not influenced the selection of sites. This matter is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. The ownership of land has not influenced the Council's decisions. This issues has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. See Section 13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. The methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review is robust and consistently 
applied. The Council has used a range of evidence to inform the DPD. They collectively justify 
the allocation of the sites. The list of evidence is addressed in detail in Section 8 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. The Council is satisfied that the methodology for carrying out the Green Belt boundary review 
is robust and consistently applied in the review. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 10 
of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has used a range of evidence to 
support the DPD as set out in detain in Section 8 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
Collectively, the evidence justifies the selection of the proposed sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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22 Linda Hall GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

None stated. The DPD is informed by a range of evidence base studies, including the Green Belt boundary 
review. Collectively, the evidence supports the allocation of the proposed sites, and the Council 
does not see any inconsistency in its decisions. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 – 
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 – 
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 – 
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

None stated. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 – 
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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. 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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would maintain openness of the area of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The school now has planning permission. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. The application for the school now has the benefit of planning 
approval. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The school now has the benefit of planning approval. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

22 Linda Hall GB9 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

22 Linda Hall GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

19 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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.   

22 Linda Hall GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
30 minutes. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

22 Linda Hall GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system and a car is 
needed by residents in the area. There are too many 
already, causing traffic and pollution at peak times. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is addressed in detail 
in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system and a car is 
needed by residents in the area. There are too many 
already, causing traffic and pollution at peak times. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is addressed in detail 
in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system and a car is 
needed by residents in the area. There are too many 
already, causing traffic and pollution at peak times. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is addressed in detail 
in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system and a car is 
needed by residents in the area. There are too many 
already, causing traffic and pollution at peak times. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is addressed in detail 
in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB8 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. The traffic and infrastructure implications 
of the proposals are addressed in detail in Section 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 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 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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considered and addressed at the detailed planning application stage 

22 Linda Hall GB9 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. The traffic and infrastructure implications 
of the proposals are addressed in detail in Section 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 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 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 

22 Linda Hall GB10 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 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 

22 Linda Hall GB11 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. The traffic and infrastructure implications 
of the proposals are addressed in detail in Section 20 and 3 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. 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 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 

22 Linda Hall GB8 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

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

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

22 Linda Hall GB9 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

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

22 Linda Hall GB10 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

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

22 Linda Hall GB11 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. 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 
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25 Colin Hall GB7 Mayford already provides a major contribution towards the 
Traveller Community. There is no justification for further 
expansion in Mayford. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB7 Ten Acre Farm is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI 
used by residents of Mayford for leisure purposes. Increased 
use of the site would decrease visual amenity and character 
of the area and increase risk to wildlife due to increased 
number of domestic animals in close proximity. 

None stated. The allocation of Ten Acres to provide pitches is comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4. 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 

25 Colin Hall GB7 Site GB7 is not near access to employment shops or other 
infrastructure. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB8 National Planning Policy states that Green Belt Boundaries 
should only be altered in 'exceptional circumstances'. This is 
supported by WBC Policy which states "housing need does 
not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB9 National Planning Policy states that Green Belt Boundaries 
should only be altered in 'exceptional circumstances'. This is 
supported by WBC Policy which states "housing need does 
not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate 
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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB10 National Planning Policy states that Green Belt Boundaries 
should only be altered in 'exceptional circumstances'. This is 
supported by WBC Policy which states "housing need does 
not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate 
development". 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. Policy CS6 provides a strong policy basis to protect the 
character of Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 National Planning Policy states that Green Belt Boundaries 
should only be altered in 'exceptional circumstances'. This is 
supported by WBC Policy which states "housing need does 
not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. The Council has carried out an assessment of brownfield sites in the area to meet 
development needs. The evidence is contained in the SHLAA and the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. The Council has carried out an assessment of brownfield sites in the area to meet 
development needs. The evidence is contained in the SHLAA and the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and Matters Topic Paper. 

25 Colin Hall GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. The Council has produced evidence to demonstrate that brownfield sites have been 
considered. This is set out in the SHLAA and the Sustainability Appraisal Report. This matter 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 

25 Colin Hall GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. The Council has carried out an assessment of brownfield sites in the area to meet 
development needs. The evidence is contained in the SHLAA and the Sustainability Appraisal 
Report. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in Section 11 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Green Belt Boundary Review does not take into account 
preserving the setting and special character of historic towns. 
Mayford has a strong history and 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 

25 Colin Hall GB9 Green Belt Boundary Review does not take into account 
preserving the setting and special character of historic towns. 
Mayford has a strong history and 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 

25 Colin Hall GB10 Green Belt Boundary Review does not take into account 
preserving the setting and special character of historic towns. 
Mayford has a strong history and in the Domesday Book. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Green Belt Boundary Review does not take into account 
preserving the setting and special character of historic towns. 
Mayford has a strong history and in the Domesday Book. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical 
separation of Woking and Guildford 

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

25 Colin Hall GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical 
separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 

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

25 Colin Hall GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical 
separation of Woking and Guildford 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 
2, 4. The Council is satisfied that the proposals can come forward without undermining the 
general character of the area. Policy CS6 provides a strong policy basis to protect the 
character of Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical 
separation of Woking and Guildford 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Ownership status of Green Belt land should not have a 
bearing on whether it is suitable for development or not. 

None stated. Land ownership has not influenced the selection of sites. This matter is addressed in detail in 
the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. Section 13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB9 Ownership status of Green Belt land should not have a 
bearing on whether it is suitable for development or not. 

None stated. Ownership of land has not influenced the selection of sites. This matter is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB10 Ownership status of Green Belt land should not have a 
bearing on whether it is suitable for development or not. 

None stated. Ownership of land has not influenced the allocation of sites. However, availability of land is a 
factor that national guidance require the Council to take into account. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Ownership status of Green Belt land should not have a 
bearing on whether it is suitable for development or not. 

None stated. The ownership of land has not influenced the selection of sites. This issue has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 The Green Belt Boundary Review does not follow a 
consistent methodology for site selection. 

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 to support the DPD. They collectively justify 
the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB9 The Green Belt Boundary Review does not follow a 
consistent methodology for site selection. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB10 The Green Belt Boundary Review does not follow a 
consistent methodology for site selection. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 The Green Belt Boundary Review does not follow a 
consistent methodology for site selection. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB7 The Green Belt Boundary Review does not follow a 
consistent methodology for site selection. 

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 proposals. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Prey Heath SSSI and Smarts Heath SSSI should be 
protected from development and have a development buffer 
zone around them. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB9 Prey Heath SSSI and Smarts Heath SSSI should be 
protected from development and have a development buffer 
zone around them. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy. 

25 Colin Hall GB10 Prey Heath SSSI and Smarts Heath SSSI should be 
protected from development and have a development buffer 
zone around them. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Prey Heath SSSI and Smarts Heath SSSI should be 
protected from development and have a development buffer 
zone around them. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Escarpments and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance 
should not be considered for development 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
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 

25 Colin Hall GB9 Escarpments and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance 
should not be considered for development 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
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 

25 Colin Hall GB10 Escarpments and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance 
should not be considered for development 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
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 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Escarpments and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance 
should not be considered for development 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
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 

25 Colin Hall GB8 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and could impact areas of landscape importance 

None stated. The Council carried out a landscape character assessment, and the DPD has been 
appropriately informed by the landscape sensitivity assessment. This issue has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB9 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and could impact areas of landscape importance 

None stated. The issue has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 7. The landscape implications of the proposals are fully taken into account. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB10 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and could impact areas of landscape importance 

None stated. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 No Landscape Character Assessment has been carried out 
and could impact areas of landscape importance 

None stated. This matter has been 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 
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25 Colin Hall GB8 The proposed defensible Green Belt Boundary is not robust 
enough 

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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB9 The proposed defensible Green Belt Boundary is not robust 
enough 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB10 The proposed defensible Green Belt Boundary is not robust 
enough 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB11 The proposed defensible Green Belt Boundary is not robust 
enough 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Development of a school and housing on the site would have 
a negative impact on the openness of the Green Belt 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Development would result in surface water flooding in the 
local area 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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25 Colin Hall GB9 Development would result in surface water flooding in the 
local area 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB10 Mayford is a 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 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Development would result in surface water flooding in the 
local area 

None stated. Flood risk implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 5 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

25 Colin Hall GB8 Mayford has a poor road network that is heavily congested at 
peak times. Most people drive in the area due to poor public 
transport. Many of the roads do not have pavements, 
including the road to Worplesdon Station. 
 
 
 
There is a lack of facilities and services at Mayford Centre for 
the proposed increase in population and would result in 
people driving to services like a doctor. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB9 Mayford has a poor road network that is heavily congested at 
peak times. Most people drive in the area due to poor public 
transport. Many of the roads do not have pavements, 
including the road to Worplesdon Station. 
 
 
 
There is a lack of facilities and services at Mayford Centre for 
the proposed increase in population and would result in 
people driving to services like a doctor. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB10 Mayford has a poor road network that is heavily congested at 
peak times. Most people drive in the area due to poor public 
transport. Many of the roads do not have pavements, 
including the road to Worplesdon Station. 
 
 
 
There is a lack of facilities and services at Mayford Centre for 
the proposed increase in population and would result in 
people driving to services like a doctor. 

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 

25 Colin Hall GB11 Mayford has a poor road network that is heavily congested at 
peak times. Most people drive in the area due to poor public 
transport. Many of the roads do not have pavements, 
including the road to 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 way that the transport 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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There is a lack of facilities and services at Mayford Centre for 
the proposed increase in population and would result in 
people driving to services like a doctor. 

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.   

25 Colin Hall General Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views 

None stated. The special character of Mayford is recognised and the Core Strategy has specific policies to 
protect its character. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the sites can be 
released from the Green Belt and developed without undermining the overall character of 
Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

305 Richard Hall GB4 Byfleet suffers from flooding, additional development will 
exacerbate problems 

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 

305 Richard Hall GB5 Byfleet suffers from flooding, additional development will 
exacerbate problems 

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 

305 Richard Hall 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 

305 Richard Hall 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 

305 Richard Hall GB4 Object to the release of GB land in Byfleet. Parvis Road is 
currently overloaded. Development will exacerbate problems 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 

305 Richard Hall GB5 Object to the release of GB land in Byfleet. Parvis Road is 
currently overloaded. Development will exacerbate problems 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access 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. 

374 Ian Hall GB12 The surrounding roads are unsuitable and will not sustain the 
amount of extra traffic.  
There has been no indication that the roads will be improved 
or if there is finance to do so. 

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 

374 Ian Hall GB13 The surrounding roads are unsuitable and will not sustain the 
amount of extra traffic.  
There has been no indication that the roads will be improved 
or if there is finance to do so. 

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 

374 Ian Hall GB12 Need to consider the availability of schools. If there is no 
availability then provisions need to be made. 

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 

374 Ian Hall GB13 Need to consider the availability of schools. If there is no 
availability then provisions need to be made. 

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 

374 Ian Hall GB12 Local doctors are at capacity with long waiting lists. The 
impact of proposals on the existing strained local services 
should be considered.  

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.  
 
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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374 Ian Hall GB13 Local doctors are at capacity with long waiting lists. The 
impact of proposals on the existing strained local services 
should be considered.  

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.  
 
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 

374 Ian Hall GB12 Object to proposals in Pyrford. GB should be kept for future 
generations to enjoy and not allowed to be gradually eroded. 
The evidence available suggests the sites should be retained 
as GB 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

374 Ian Hall GB13 Object to proposals in Pyrford. GB should be kept for future 
generations to enjoy and not allowed to be gradually eroded. 
The evidence available suggests the sites should be retained 
as GB 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Inappropriate Development in Green Belt - The proposal is, 
by definition, inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 (Green Belt) and 
Section 9 (Protecting Green Belt Land) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, which set out limited 
circumstances where development is appropriate within the 
Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 4.0, particularly paragraph 4.2 and 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Other potential sites - the GBR included as options to meet 
future need for pitches WOK001 land south of Murrays Lane, 
West Byfleet (4 pitches) and WOK006 land off New Lane, 
Sutton Green (3 pitches). There are also sites adjacent to the 
urban area outside of the Green Belt with capacity to deliver 
15 pitches and a mixed and balanced community, land west 
of West Hall, West Byfleet WGB004a (SHLAAWB019b) and 
land south of High Road, Byfleet (WGB006a/SHLAABY043). 
These options have been omitted from the DPD with no 
explanation other than "it is easier to expand existing sites in 
the Green Belt", as stated publicly by a planning officer at the 
Mayford Community Engagement meeting on Monday 6 July 
2015. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Flood risk - the Council will not allocate sites or grant 
planning permission for Traveller pitches in the functional 
floodplain or Flood Zone 3a (DPD). The TAA states this site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for potential 
for expansion for additional pitches. 10% at the rear of the 
site is Flood Zone 3, a further 15% is Flood Zone 2. This will 
push the site closer to the road frontage, with unacceptable 
adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness and character 
of the area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Accessibility - Core Strategy and SHLAA state that Traveller 
sites should have safe and reasonable access to schools 
and other local facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not currently 
close to schools and it does not have easy access to local 
facilities. The SHLAA states Ten Acre Farm has average 
accessibility to key local services (schools, GP surgeries and 
to Woking Town Centre). Accessibility to the nearest village 
centre by bike and foot is good/average." In reality Mavford 
has no supporting infrastructure (shops, doctors, dentists, 
schools, employment opportunities) and poor public transport 
system (infrequent limited bus services, residents are 
isolated without a vehicle). For isolated sites, a communal 
building is also recommended (Designing Gypsey and 
Traveller sites). If located at the front of the site as 
recommended this WILL NOT positively enhance the 
environment or increase its openness, respect the street 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
With respect to concerns about the character of the area, this has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 19.0. Other development plan policies such 
as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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scene or character of the area. sustainable.  

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Infrastructure, services and cost - allocated sites must be 
deliverable (including affordable to intended occupiers) so 
needs are met. Policy CS14 states "the site should have 
adequate infrastructure and on-site utilities to service the 
number of pitches proposed". There is little existing 
infrastructure at Ten Acre Farm, no surface water or storm 
water drainage, no main sewer, driveway that does not meet 
emergency vehicle requirements, no water hydrant, no site 
lighting, no mains gas, and minimal connection to water and 
electricity services. It is adjacent to the main railway line, 
requiring significant acoustic barriers and would have to be 
raised clear of flood risk at great cost. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any 
adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure the 
development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Special Circumstances - In the absence of Very Special 
Circumstances justifying an exception, there is a 
presumption against such development. Unmet demand 
does not constitute 'very special circumstances' and is 
unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt and other harm 
to constitute very special circumstance justifying 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The previous 
Government (Brandon Lewis MP Statements) made this 
clear. The Secretary of State has re-emphasised this to local 
planning authorities and planning inspectors as a material 
consideration in their planning decisions. Even if the Council 
is unable to show a five year supply of Traveller sites, this 
would not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Additional Health and Safety considerations - Traveller Sites 
should provide visual and acoustic privacy and be 
sympathetic to the local environment. When selecting 
locations for permanent sites, consideration is to be given to 
the relatively high density of children likely to be on the site. 
When considering sites adjacent to main roads and railway 
lines, careful regard must be given to the health and safety of 
children and others who will live on the site. There is greater 
noise transference through the walls of trailers and caravans 
than in conventional housing and need for design measures 
(for instance noise barriers) to abate impact on quality of life 
and health. Public use of Smarts Heath Common means no 
visual privacy on the site. The proximity of the main railway 
line means is unlikely acoustic barriers would alleviate the 
noise of trains. The road that borders the site is the B380, 
the local approved 'lorry' route. There is no footpath on one 
side so children would have to cross the road to reach one. 

None stated. The Core Strategy provides a robust policy framework to ensure that sure that development 
proposals avoid any significant harm to the environment and to the amenity of residents. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to potential on site 
pollution including noise. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified 
through pre-application discussions, informed by relevant technical studies.  
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Impact on Visual Amenity, Character and Local Environment 
- Core Strategy Policy CS14 states "The site should not have 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
character of the area and the local environment". Policy H, 
paragraph 24b, of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
(PPFTS) requires sites to 'positively enhance the 
environment and increase its openness'. Policy CS21 states 
that the new development 'should respect and make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area in which they are situated'. Policy CS24 requires any 
development proposal should conserve and where possible 
enhance existing character. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road, including two 16th Century Grade II listed 
buildings close to Ten Acre Farm, leading directly through 
Smarts Heath Common onto open countryside. This private 
Traveller site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. With 
respect to  reference to heritage assets, see Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan 
policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the 
site to minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character.  
 
With respect to the representation regarding the identification of the site to meet future 
Traveller needs. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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family in 1987 (PLAN/1987/0282). It was never envisaged 
that this would be expanded outside the occupier's 
immediate family, who have lived on site and in Smarts 
Heath Road for many years. Additional pitches will comply 
with the design principles set out by Government practice 
guidance, currently 'Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites'. Up 
to twelve pitches each needing an amenity building, hard 
standing for a large trailer and touring caravan and two 
vehicles WILL have unacceptable adverse impacts on the 
visual amenity, character of the area and the local 
environment and WILL NOT positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural street scene." This will 
have an adverse impact on the openness, character and 
appearance of the area, dominating the settled community 
and reducing the amenity value, contrary to Policies CS6, 
CS14, CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight 
SPD.  

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 4.Environmentally sensitive Sites - proposals that will 
adversely impact environmentally sensitive sites and cannot 
be adequately mitigated will be refused. Ten Acre Farm has 
four boundaries to Smarts Heath Common, the Hoe Stream 
(with railway line behind), B380 road, 1 Smarts Heath Road 
and adjacent nursery land. Smarts Heath Common is a 
Special Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI) designated by Bird 
Life International as an "Important Bird Area". The Hoe 
Stream is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI), 
a valuable link and habitat corridor for other SNCI sites in the 
Hoe Valley. Extending this site WOULD adversely impact 
these sensitive sites.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Additional pitches and related activities may present an 
increased risk to flooding as development may give rise to to 
hard landscaping, bridging, floating obstructions and other 
debris in the river. 

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 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Business Use - Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially 
residential, those living there are entitled to a peaceful and 
enjoyable environment. Government guidance on site 
management proposes that working from residential pitches 
should be discouraged and that residents should not 
normally be allowed to work elsewhere on site (Designing 
Gypsy and Traveller Sites, 2008). Yet the DPD states 
"Potential for inclusion of an element of business use, where 
this would support residents living and working on site." Core 
Strategy (policies CS21 and CS24) and PPFTS require sites 
to 'positively enhance the environment and increase its 
openness', respect and make positively contribute to the 
street scene and character of the area, conserve and 
enhance existing character. Business use would inflict a 
small-scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic, 
nuisance which is out of keeping with the amenity and 
character of the area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 IMPACT - Site Concentration. ALL of Woking's Traveller 
sites are concentrated in one part of the Borough - Ten Acre 
Farm, Mayford; Hatchingtan, Burdenshott Road (one mile 
from Ten Acre Farm); and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye (three 
miles from Ten Acre Farm). Mayford already provides a 
major contribution towards the Traveller Community, further 
expansion is not justified. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Successive planning inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site as it would reduce the openness of 
the Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

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.  

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

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

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

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

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 

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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guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 No independently verified evidence produced to demonstrate 
the Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller site 
development or why sites identified in the Green Belt Review 
as available and viable have not been included, whilst sites 
specifically excluded (Ten Acre Farm and Five Acres) are the 
ONLY sites put forward. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 SITE IS NOT SUITABLE - SHLAA noted a number of 
physical and environmental problems with this site: 1. 
Contaminated Land - in the GBR sites (such as Ten Acre 
Farm) were REJECTED as a Traveller site due to concerns 
over land contamination. Designing Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites says sites must not be located on contaminated land. 
Land must be decontaminated by approved contractors to 
ensure housing development could take place. This can be 
prohibitively expensive and should be considered only where 
financially viable from the outset. Ten Acre Farm is 
unacceptable for expansion for this reason. 

None stated. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 SITE SELECTION - A sequential approach must be taken to 
identify suitable sites for allocation, with sites in the urban 
area being considered before those in the Green Belt. The 
GBR (Green Belt Review) recommends a priority order. The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states "the site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for its 
potential for future expansion to accommodate additional 
pitches". The DPD uses the term from the GBR of 
'intensification' of Ten Acre Farm which is incorrect. The TAA 
term of 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD proposal. 
It was never envisaged that this Traveller site would be 
expanded outside the occupier's immediate family. The 
Council has chosen to set aside the GBR recommendations, 
selecting the lowest priority rating when proposing to expand 
the existing site at Ten Acre Farm by up to twelve additional 
pitches.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

38 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

Mayford does have a strong history. In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 

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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and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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. 
 
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. 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
30 minutes. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB7 Object to expansion of Ten Acre Farm by up to 12 Traveller 
pitches as the site not currently deliverable. If letters sent to 
confirm availability with landowners have not established 
them as available, they have not been included in the 
assessment. If the landowner identified a site as not 
available, then the site is not considered further for Gypsy 
and Traveller use (WBC Green Belt Review 2014 - GBR). 

Do not include 
this site in the 
DPD. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Woking Borough Council (WBC) approached Mr Lee, 
owner/occupier of Ten Acre Farm to ask if the site was 
available. Residents understand that the site is not available 
and that Mr Lee has not, to date, confirmed availability. With 
no written confirmation of availability, the site must be 
removed from the DPD. The owner/occupier continues to 
seek planning approval for his own residential use. The site 
has a low existing use value and residential development is 
likely to be economically viable at a low density (GBR). The 
Council is acting contrary to its own Strategic Land 
Accommodation Assessment 2014 (SHLAA) by including 
Ten Acre Farm as an extended Traveller site. The site 
should not be included in the DPD. 

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. 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB8 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB9 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB10 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1318 Gary K.J. Hall GB11 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Inappropriate Development in Green Belt - The proposal is, 
by definition, inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 (Green Belt) and 
Section 9 (Protecting Green Belt Land) of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, which set out limited 
circumstances where development is appropriate within the 
Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 4.0, particularly paragraph 4.2 and 4.3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Other potential sites - the GBR included as options to meet 
future need for pitches WOK001 land south of Murrays Lane, 
West Byfleet (4 pitches) and WOK006 land off New Lane, 
Sutton Green (3 pitches). There are also sites adjacent to the 
urban area outside of the Green Belt with capacity to deliver 
15 pitches and a mixed and balanced community, land west 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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of West Hall, West Byfleet WGB004a (SHLAAWB019b) and 
land south of High Road, Byfleet (WGB006a/SHLAABY043). 
These options have been omitted from the DPD with no 
explanation other than "it is easier to expand existing sites in 
the Green Belt", as stated publicly by a planning officer at the 
Mayford Community Engagement meeting on Monday 6 July 
2015. 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Flood risk - the Council will not allocate sites or grant 
planning permission for Traveller pitches in the functional 
floodplain or Flood Zone 3a (DPD). The TAA states this site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for potential 
for expansion for additional pitches. 10% at the rear of the 
site is Flood Zone 3, a further 15% is Flood Zone 2. This will 
push the site closer to the road frontage, with unacceptable 
adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness and character 
of the area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Accessibility - Core Strategy and SHLAA state that Traveller 
sites should have safe and reasonable access to schools 
and other local facilities. Smarts Heath Road is not currently 
close to schools and it does not have easy access to local 
facilities. The SHLAA states Ten Acre Farm has average 
accessibility to key local services (schools, GP surgeries and 
to Woking Town Centre). Accessibility to the nearest village 
centre by bike and foot is good/average." In reality Mavford 
has no supporting infrastructure (shops, doctors, dentists, 
schools, employment opportunities) and poor public transport 
system (infrequent limited bus services, residents are 
isolated without a vehicle). For isolated sites, a communal 
building is also recommended (Designing Gypsey and 
Traveller sites). If located at the front of the site as 
recommended this WILL NOT positively enhance the 
environment or increase its openness, respect the street 
scene or character of the area. 

None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
With respect to concerns about the character of the area, this has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 19.0. Other development plan policies such 
as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Infrastructure, services and cost - allocated sites must be 
deliverable (including affordable to intended occupiers) so 
needs are met. Policy CS14 states "the site should have 
adequate infrastructure and on-site utilities to service the 
number of pitches proposed". There is little existing 
infrastructure at Ten Acre Farm, no surface water or storm 
water drainage, no main sewer, driveway that does not meet 
emergency vehicle requirements, no water hydrant, no site 
lighting, no mains gas, and minimal connection to water and 
electricity services. It is adjacent to the main railway line, 
requiring significant acoustic barriers and would have to be 
raised clear of flood risk at great cost. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed 
and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts. The 
requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any 
adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure the 
development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Special Circumstances - In the absence of Very Special 
Circumstances justifying an exception, there is a 
presumption against such development. Unmet demand 
does not constitute 'very special circumstances' and is 
unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt and other harm 
to constitute very special circumstance justifying 
inappropriate development in the Green Belt. The previous 
Government (Brandon Lewis MP Statements) made this 
clear. The Secretary of State has re-emphasised this to local 
planning authorities and planning inspectors as a material 
consideration in their planning decisions. Even if the Council 
is unable to show a five year supply of Traveller sites, this 
would not outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1319 Tina Hall GB7 Additional Health and Safety considerations - Traveller Sites 
should provide visual and acoustic privacy and be 
sympathetic to the local environment. When selecting 
locations for permanent sites, consideration is to be given to 
the relatively high density of children likely to be on the site. 
When considering sites adjacent to main roads and railway 
lines, careful regard must be given to the health and safety of 
children and others who will live on the site. There is greater 
noise transference through the walls of trailers and caravans 
than in conventional housing and need for design measures 
(for instance noise barriers) to abate impact on quality of life 
and health. Public use of Smarts Heath Common means no 
visual privacy on the site. The proximity of the main railway 
line means is unlikely acoustic barriers would alleviate the 
noise of trains. The road that borders the site is the B380, 
the local approved 'lorry' route. There is no footpath on one 
side so children would have to cross the road to reach one. 

None stated. The Core Strategy provides a robust policy framework to ensure that sure that development 
proposals avoid any significant harm to the environment and to the amenity of residents. 
 
The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to potential on site 
pollution including noise. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified 
through pre-application discussions, informed by relevant technical studies.  
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Impact on Visual Amenity, Character and Local Environment 
- Core Strategy Policy CS14 states "The site should not have 
unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
character of the area and the local environment". Policy H, 
paragraph 24b, of the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites 
(PPFTS) requires sites to 'positively enhance the 
environment and increase its openness'. Policy CS21 states 
that the new development 'should respect and make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area in which they are situated'. Policy CS24 requires any 
development proposal should conserve and where possible 
enhance existing character. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road, including two 16th Century Grade II listed 
buildings close to Ten Acre Farm, leading directly through 
Smarts Heath Common onto open countryside. This private 
Traveller site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987 (PLAN/1987/0282). It was never envisaged 
that this would be expanded outside the occupier's 
immediate family, who have lived on site and in Smarts 
Heath Road for many years. Additional pitches will comply 
with the design principles set out by Government practice 
guidance, currently 'Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites'. Up 
to twelve pitches each needing an amenity building, hard 
standing for a large trailer and touring caravan and two 
vehicles WILL have unacceptable adverse impacts on the 
visual amenity, character of the area and the local 
environment and WILL NOT positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural street scene." This will 
have an adverse impact on the openness, character and 
appearance of the area, dominating the settled community 
and reducing the amenity value, contrary to Policies CS6, 
CS14, CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight 
SPD.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. With 
respect to  reference to heritage assets, see Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan 
policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the 
site to minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character.  
 
With respect to the representation regarding the identification of the site to meet future 
Traveller needs. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 4.Environmentally sensitive Sites - proposals that will 
adversely impact environmentally sensitive sites and cannot 
be adequately mitigated will be refused. Ten Acre Farm has 
four boundaries to Smarts Heath Common, the Hoe Stream 
(with railway line behind), B380 road, 1 Smarts Heath Road 
and adjacent nursery land. Smarts Heath Common is a 
Special Sites of Scientific Interest (SSSI) designated by Bird 
Life International as an "Important Bird Area". The Hoe 
Stream is a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI), 
a valuable link and habitat corridor for other SNCI sites in the 

None stated. The Council agrees, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation and CS8: 
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the importance of protecting 
environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied that the site can be 
development for the proposed use without significant damage to surrounding environmentally 
sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available evidence such as the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the Landscape Assessment. None of 
the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England have objected to the use of the site 
as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant impacts on environmentally sensitive 
sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas identified in the Green Belt boundary review 
report and the SA as absolute constraints. The Council is therefore confident that the site can 
be brought forward to deliver the necessary Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Hoe Valley. Extending this site WOULD adversely impact 
these sensitive sites.  

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. 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Additional pitches and related activities may present an 
increased risk to flooding as development may give rise to 
hard landscaping, bridging, floating obstructions and other 
debris in the river. 

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 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Business Use - Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially 
residential, those living there are entitled to a peaceful and 
enjoyable environment. Government guidance on site 
management proposes that working from residential pitches 
should be discouraged and that residents should not 
normally be allowed to work elsewhere on site (Designing 
Gypsy and Traveller Sites, 2008). Yet the DPD states 
"Potential for inclusion of an element of business use, where 
this would support residents living and working on site." Core 
Strategy (policies CS21 and CS24) and PPFTS require sites 
to 'positively enhance the environment and increase its 
openness', respect and make positively contribute to the 
street scene and character of the area, conserve and 
enhance existing character. Business use would inflict a 
small-scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic, 
nuisance which is out of keeping with the amenity and 
character of the area. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1319 Tina Hall GB11 Proposed changes to the Green Belt boundary in Mayford 
will weaken the boundary, due to removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of 
Woking and Guildford, with only 2 miles between Mayford 
roundabout and Slyfield. Development would result in the 
high risk of coalescence between the two towns 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 IMPACT - Site Concentration. ALL of Woking's Traveller 
sites are concentrated in one part of the Borough - Ten Acre 
Farm, Mayford; Hatchingtan, Burdenshott Road (one mile 
from Ten Acre Farm); and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye (three 
miles from Ten Acre Farm). Mayford already provides a 
major contribution towards the Traveller Community, further 
expansion is not justified. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Concerned that various development proposals in Guildford 
(e.g. football club, development on Slyfield Industrial Estate) 
will have an impact on Woking residents and concerned that 
residents, specifically in Mayford have not been consulted. 
Development likely to cause gridlock on the A320 

None stated. Whilst the representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 24.0 and 20.0.  See also Section 3.0 and paragraph 1.5 
 
The Council has worked with the County Council and the other Surrey authorities to prepare 
the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on the Highway. A Duty to 
Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of cooperation 
relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Successive planning inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site as it would reduce the openness of 
the Green Belt. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1319 Tina Hall GB8 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 –
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). This 
has not been considered, and a Landscape Character 
Assessment has not been undertaken, which raises 
questions on validity of the review. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 

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

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they 
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently 
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA 
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to 
exclude development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system  None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 

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.   

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

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

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

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

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Mayford is a key area for absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Development proposed will increase surface water 
and flood risk to surrounding properties. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk 
Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances, as outlined in National Policy. This has not 
been proved by the Council, particularly regrading policy 
guidance stating that housing need does not justify the harm 
done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the 
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in 
its plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 No independently verified evidence produced to demonstrate 
the Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller site 
development or why sites identified in the Green Belt Review 
as available and viable have not been included, whilst sites 
specifically excluded (Ten Acre Farm and Five Acres) are the 
ONLY sites put forward. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 SITE IS NOT SUITABLE - SHLAA noted a number of 
physical and environmental problems with this site: 1. 
Contaminated Land - in the GBR sites (such as Ten Acre 
Farm) were REJECTED as a Traveller site due to concerns 
over land contamination. Designing Gypsy and Traveller 
Sites says sites must not be located on contaminated land. 
Land must be decontaminated by approved contractors to 

None stated. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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ensure housing development could take place. This can be 
prohibitively expensive and should be considered only where 
financially viable from the outset. Ten Acre Farm is 
unacceptable for expansion for this reason. 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 SITE SELECTION - A sequential approach must be taken to 
identify suitable sites for allocation, with sites in the urban 
area being considered before those in the Green Belt. The 
GBR (Green Belt Review) recommends a priority order. The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states "the site 
and its immediate surrounding could be explored for its 
potential for future expansion to accommodate additional 
pitches". The DPD uses the term from the GBR of 
'intensification' of Ten Acre Farm which is incorrect. The TAA 
term of 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD proposal. 
It was never envisaged that this Traveller site would be 
expanded outside the occupier's immediate family. The 
Council has chosen to set aside the GBR recommendations, 
selecting the lowest priority rating when proposing to expand 
the existing site at Ten Acre Farm by up to twelve additional 
pitches.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the purpose 'To 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns' 
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, 
Mayford does have a strong history 

None stated. 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.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 Raises the issue that residential development on Egley Road 
will hinder the Green Belt Review's finding that a school 
would maintain openness of the area 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1319 Tina Hall GB11 There is a lack of supporting local infrastructure in terms of 
shops, health facilities and schools in Mayford. Residents in 
any major development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
 
Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

1319 Tina Hall GB9 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

1319 Tina Hall GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
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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1319 Tina Hall GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is 
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. 
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over 
30 minutes. There is a poor road network through the village 
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad 
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the 
proposed development. The roads can not handle the 
additional traffic. 

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

1319 Tina Hall GB8 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with 
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB7 Object to expansion of Ten Acre Farm by up to 12 Traveller 
pitches as the site not currently deliverable. If letters sent to 
confirm availability with landowners have not established 
them as available, they have not been included in the 
assessment. If the landowner identified a site as not 
available, then the site is not considered further for Gypsy 
and Traveller use (WBC Green Belt Review 2014 - GBR). 
Woking Borough Council (WBC) approached Mr Lee, 
owner/occupier of Ten Acre Farm to ask if the site was 
available. Residents understand that the site is not available 
and that Mr Lee has not, to date, confirmed availability. With 
no written confirmation of availability, the site must be 
removed from the DPD. The owner/occupier continues to 
seek planning approval for his own residential use. The site 
has a low existing use value and residential development is 
likely to be economically viable at a low density (GBR). The 
Council is acting contrary to its own Strategic Land 
Accommodation Assessment 2014 (SHLAA) by including 
Ten Acre Farm as an extended Traveller site. The site 
should not be included in the DPD. 

Do not include 
this site in the 
DPD. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1319 Tina Hall GB11 Woking Council states that land available for development is 
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership 
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as 
Green Belt or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB8 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB9 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB10 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1319 Tina Hall GB11 There is a lack of safe and easy access by foot around the 
Mayford and particularly to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding unlit 
pedestrian footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the 
allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is 
easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling 
and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1544 Catherine Hall GB7 Proposals will have a negative impact on Mayford and 
surrounding area. The proposal has been refused previously 
and to try again is not in the interest of residents and the 
environment. 

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

1544 Catherine Hall GB8 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB9 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 

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 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. 

1544 Catherine Hall GB10 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB11 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and that 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1544 Catherine Hall GB14 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 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. 
 
It should be noted that GB14 is not allocated for development but for green infrastructure 
purposes. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1544 Catherine Hall GB8 Insufficient infrastructure 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB9 Insufficient infrastructure 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB10 Insufficient infrastructure 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB11 Insufficient infrastructure 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB14 Insufficient infrastructure 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 

1544 Catherine Hall GB8 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions. Please reconsider the plans. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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am happy also to represent my views. sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. The 
Council is committed and will continue to work with the County Council to address strategic 
road schemes. More information is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

1544 Catherine Hall GB9 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions. Please reconsider the plans. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

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. The 
Council is committed and will continue to work with the County Council to address strategic 
road schemes. More information is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1544 Catherine Hall GB10 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions. Please reconsider the plans. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

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. The 
Council is committed and will continue to work with the County Council to address strategic 
road schemes. More information is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1544 Catherine Hall GB11 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions. Please reconsider the plans. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

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. The 
Council is committed and will continue to work with the County Council to address strategic 
road schemes. More information is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1544 Catherine Hall GB14 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions. Please reconsider the plans. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

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. The 
Council is committed and will continue to work with the County Council to address strategic 
road schemes. More information is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1562 Alan Hall GB8 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access 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. 

1562 Alan Hall GB9 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB10 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB11 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 

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. 

1562 Alan Hall GB14 Object to the planned developments as the roads are already 
gridlocked and emergency vehicles will be delayed in the 
traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. The surrounding area is 
already full up with infrastructure. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. 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. 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. 
 
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. 
 
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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1562 Alan Hall GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. The surrounding area is 
already full up with infrastructure. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. 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. 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. 
 
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. 
 
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 

1562 Alan Hall GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. The surrounding area is 
already full up with infrastructure. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. 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. 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. 
 
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. 
 
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 

1562 Alan Hall GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. The surrounding area is 
already full up with infrastructure. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. 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. 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. 
 
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. 
 
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 

1562 Alan Hall GB14 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. The surrounding area is 
already full up with infrastructure. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. 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. 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. 
 
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. 
 
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 

1562 Alan Hall GB8 The impact on existing development in the wider area could 
have devastating consequences. 

None stated. The consented developments at both Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park are under 
construction. These two schemes in combination will provide a significant number of family 
homes in sustainable locations. Neither scheme was considered at time of determination to 
have a significant negative impact on the residents of Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1562 Alan Hall GB9 The impact on existing development in the wider area could 
have devastating consequences. 

None stated. The consented developments at both Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park are under 
construction. These two schemes in combination will provide a significant number of family 
homes in sustainable locations. Neither scheme was considered at time of determination to 
have a significant negative impact on the residents of Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1562 Alan Hall GB10 The impact on existing development in the wider area could 
have devastating consequences. 

None stated. The consented developments at both Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park are under 
construction. These two schemes in combination will provide a significant number of family 
homes in sustainable locations. Neither scheme was considered at time of determination to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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have a significant negative impact on the residents of Mayford. of this representation 

1562 Alan Hall GB11 The impact on existing development in the wider area could 
have devastating consequences. 

None stated. The consented developments at both Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park are under 
construction. These two schemes in combination will provide a significant number of family 
homes in sustainable locations. Neither scheme was considered at time of determination to 
have a significant negative impact on the residents of Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1562 Alan Hall GB14 The impact on existing development in the wider area could 
have devastating consequences. 

None stated. The consented developments at both Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park are under 
construction. These two schemes in combination will provide a significant number of family 
homes in sustainable locations. Neither scheme was considered at time of determination to 
have a significant negative impact on the residents of Mayford. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1562 Alan Hall GB8 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions.  

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB9 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions.  

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB10 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions.  

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB11 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions.  

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB14 Many of the roads have no pavements, are narrow and have 
difficult junctions.  

None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be 
done to address the existing. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any 
specific scheme that comes 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 

1562 Alan Hall GB8 We just do not have sufficient infrastructure for such a large 
scale development. 

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 

1562 Alan Hall GB9 We just do not have sufficient infrastructure for such a large 
scale development. 

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 

1562 Alan Hall GB10 We just do not have sufficient infrastructure for such a large 
scale development. 

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 

1562 Alan Hall GB11 We just do not have sufficient infrastructure for such a large 
scale development. 

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 

1562 Alan Hall GB14 We just do not have sufficient infrastructure for such a large 
scale development. 

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 

1562 Alan Hall GB7 Why are additional pitches proposed when applications have 
been refused previously. What has changed? 

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 

925 Christine Hallam GB12 The rural feel of the area will be lost. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

925 Christine Hallam GB13 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Schools are inadequate 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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 Council's approach to identifying land within the Green Belt for development needs has 
been set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 2.0. 

1060 C.J. Hallam GB12 Object to the release of Green Belt for housing development. 
Will cause infrastructure problems. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, 2.0 and 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1060 C.J. Hallam GB13 Object to the release of Green Belt for housing development. 
Will cause infrastructure problems. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, 2.0 and 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1060 C.J. Hallam GB12 Will damage the landscape view which is important to the 
village. 

None stated. 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 

1060 C.J. Hallam GB13 Will damage the landscape view which is important to the 
village. 

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 

1060 C.J. Hallam GB12 Is encroaching on the Green Belt and could set a precedent 
for the next field in the future. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1060 C.J. Hallam GB13 Is encroaching on the Green Belt and could set a precedent 
for the next field in the future. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

837 Leila Hallows GB5 Much of the proposed development area has already flooded 
or is in danger of flooding. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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837 Leila Hallows GB5 Local infrastructure is insufficient, including medical facilities 
and drainage and sewage systems and roads. These 
concerns have to be addressed before any future 
development. 

None stated. This representation 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 

837 Leila Hallows GB5 The A245 is constantly 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 

837 Leila Hallows GB5 The loss of Green Belt will have a wide environmental 
impact. The proposed developments will remove a huge 
chunk of the local Green Belt land. 

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.  
 
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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB7 Adjacent to Smarts Heath SSSI which is used by residents 
for leisure purposes. Increased pitches would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area. Increased risk to 
wildlife due to increased domestic animals. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

63 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that WBC has exhausted Brownfield sites for 
development. 

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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that WBC has exhausted Brownfield sites for 
development. 

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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that WBC has exhausted Brownfield sites for 
development. 

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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that WBC has exhausted Brownfield sites for 
development. 

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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that WBC has exhausted Brownfield sites for 
development. 

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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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will not change in this particular location. 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB7 Object to increasing pitches on site. A sequential approach 
should be taken to identifying sites, with urban sites 
considered before Green Belt sites. However as it appears 
no urban sites have been considered, the validity of no other 
sites across the borough being suitable is therefore 
questioned. 

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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 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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913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development 
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing 
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and 
Monitoring (SAMM). 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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 

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

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 Mayford will become a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging with Guildford, against the purpose of Green 
Belt. There has been no consideration for preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or on the impact on the 
character of the village. 

None stated. 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 No consideration how a larger population will impact 
infrastructure, including roads, lack of pavements, railway 
bridges and traffic on Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will 
become dangerous as more people access Worplesden 
Station but there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 No consideration how a larger population will impact 
infrastructure, including roads, lack of pavements, railway 
bridges and traffic on Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will 
become dangerous as more people access Worplesden 
Station but there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 No consideration how a larger population will impact 
infrastructure, including roads, lack of pavements, railway 
bridges and traffic on Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will 
become dangerous as more people access Worplesden 
Station but there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 No consideration how a larger population will impact 
infrastructure, including roads, lack of pavements, railway 
bridges and traffic on Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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become dangerous as more people access Worplesden 
Station but there are no pavements. 

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. 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 No consideration how a larger population will impact 
infrastructure, including roads, lack of pavements, railway 
bridges and traffic on Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will 
become dangerous as more people access Worplesden 
Station but there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB8 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB9 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB10 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB11 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB14 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB7 Traveller sites include space for related business activities 
which will be out of keeping for a residential road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

913 Mustapha Hamdi-cherif GB7 Object to increasing pitches on site. A sequential approach 
should be taken to identifying sites, with urban sites 
considered before Green Belt sites. However as it appears 
no urban sites have been considered, the validity of no other 
sites across the borough being suitable is therefore 
questioned. 

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB7 Adjacent to Smarts Heath SSSi which is used by residents 
for leisure purposes. Increased pitches would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the area. Increased risk to 
wildlife due to increased domestic animals. 

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

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrating 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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919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrating 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrating 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrating 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB7 Object to increasing pitches on site. A sequential approach 
should be taken to identifying sites, with urban sites 
considered before Green Belt sites. However as it appears 
no urban sites have been considered, the validity of no other 
sites across the borough being suitable is therefore 
questioned. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford therefore incorrectly 
classified in the GBBR. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 Object to housing in the Green Belt. 
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the Council hasn’t proved this. National 
policy states that housing need is 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 Object to housing in the Green Belt. 
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the Council hasn’t proved this. National 
policy states that housing need is 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Object to housing in the Green Belt. 
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the Council hasn’t proved this. National 
policy states that housing need is 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 Object to housing in the Green Belt. 
Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional 
circumstances and the Council hasn’t proved this. National 
policy states that housing need is 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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.  
 
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). 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas. Increased risk 
to wildlife in nearby protected Heaths. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and 
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or 
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not 
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity 
features that could not be addressed. 
 
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). 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would maintain 
the openness of the area. This is misleading if that school is 
merely a Trojan horse as a precursor to housing 
development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

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

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or 
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic 
problems on Egley Road. Additional homes in the wider area 
will make the situation worse. Houses can not be built 
without supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 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 1.0 and Section 12.0. See also 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 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 1.0 and Section 12.0. See also Section 23.0 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 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 1.0 and Section 12.0. See also 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 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 1.0 and Section 12.0. See also 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 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB8 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB9 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB10 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB11 There is only two miles between the Mayford roundabout and 
Slyfield which results in a high risk of coalescence between 
Woking and Guildford should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

919 Imene Hamdi-Cherif GB7 Traveller sites include space for related business activities 
which will be out of keeping for a residential road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

37 G Hamlyn GB12 The local infrastructure would not be able to cope with the 
addition of 400 families. There are already existing 
infrastructure problems 
 
 
 
Upshot Lane is narrow with no footpaths. It would be 
impossible and dangerous for children to get from here to 
Coldharbour Road (school).  
 
 
 
The new access road to the sites would cause problems in 
all directions. Examples provided 
 
 
 
The existing bus service is unreliable and infrequent. The 
lack of public transport would promote private car use and 
increase green house gases. 
 
 
 
Healthcare - There are existing difficulties in getting doctor 
appointments 
 
 
 
School - How will the school manage with extra children? 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Infrastructure should be improved before the release of land 
for large development.  
 
 
 
If proposals go ahead will the Council undertake necessary 
expansion of hospitals, schools, health centre, shopping 
facilities, public transport and roads? 

37 G Hamlyn GB13 The local infrastructure would not be able to cope with the 
addition of 400 families. There are already existing 
infrastructure problems 
 
 
 
Upshot Lane is narrow with no footpaths. It would be 
impossible and dangerous for children to get from here to 
Coldharbour Road (school).  
 
 
 
The new access road to the sites would cause problems in 
all directions. Examples provided 
 
 
 
The existing bus service is unreliable and infrequent. The 
lack of public transport would promote private car use and 
increase green house gases. 
 
 
 
Healthcare- There are existing difficulties in getting doctor 
appointments 
 
 
 
School- How will the school manage with extra children? 
 
 
 
Infrastructure should be improved before the release of land 
for large development.  
 
 
 
If proposals go ahead will the Council undertake necessary 
expansion of hospitals, schools, health centre, shopping 
facilities, public transport and roads? 

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 

945 Lucy Hampshire SA Table 
Green Belt 
Sites 

Fails to consider the impact on the road and community 
infrastructure. 

appraisal 
should be 
revised to 
consider 
impact on 
existing 
infrastructure 

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, 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 

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

945 Lucy Hampshire SA Table 
Green Belt 
Sites 

Fails to consider the impact appropriately. Example given 
that in Table for site GB15 travel by car is negated because 
there is a village primary school - however the school had 
already expanded to full capacity so questions how this will 
help. 

appraisal 
should be 
revised to 
consider 
impact on 
existing 
infrastructure 

The 'comments' column provides a comprehensive explanation for the scoring of the objective. 
Consideration has been given to the vicinity from local services and facilities. 
 
The Council believes that SA objective 2 has been consistently assessed.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 Will increase the local area noise. Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

With regards to the representation on noise pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: 
Design, the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, 
Daylight SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include 
robust policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant 
harm to the environment including noise pollution. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 Will increase the risk of flooding. Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

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 

945 Lucy Hampshire Conclusions Objecting None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

945 Lucy Hampshire SA Table 
Green Belt 
Sites 

Fails to address the merging of West Byfleet into Byfleet. appraisal 
should be 
revised to 
consider 
impact on 
existing 
infrastructure 

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 

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 The village infrastructure would not cope. The road network 
is at capacity and further development will make the situation 
worse. 

Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

The representation regarding infrastructure in general has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
The heritage assets of West Byfleet are well documented as set out in the Heritage of Woking 
and the Woking Character Study. Heritage assets are valued both nationally and locally as set 
out in both the NPPF and Woking Core Strategy. 
 
The representation regarding the impact of the proposed allocations on heritage assets has 
been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. 
 
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.  

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 Fails to protect the area's biodiversity. Site is integral to the 
community as an access to the countryside. 

Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 
 
The Council accepts that any land taken out of the Green Belt will lead to a reduction of the 
amount of Green Belt land and the benefits it brings to the particular communities where the 
land is situated. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern, it has ensured through a 
number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its 
overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the 
available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives 
of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability 
Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view. Whilst not underplaying the 
significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, the overall total 
of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt to meet development needs 
up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt. Presently, the Green Belt is 
about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the allocated sites have been 
developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the Borough. The amount of 
land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 
 

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

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 Will result in the loss of ancient woodland. Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

One of the key requirements of the proposal coming forward is that areas of woodland should 
be retained. The site does not contain any designed Ancient Woodland, as shown on the 
Proposals Map. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 Fails to consider the impact on the Wey Navigation.  Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

The Council agrees that the Wey Navigation is an important landscape corridor in the Borough. 
The Council also recognises that it is well used for recreational activities. The key requirements 
for the site note that additional green infrastructure could also be provided on land to the east 
which is within the same land ownership as GB15. This would act as a buffer to the Wey 
Navigation corridor with its distinctive character and wildlife corridor function. The proposed 
allocation also states that 4.7ha of public open space will be required to be provided as part of 
any development scheme. 
 
Policy CS20: Heritage and conservation of the Core Strategy provides a robust policy 
framework for the protection and conservation of the heritage assets of the area as a result of 
development pressures. For example, the policy ensures that there is a presumption against 
any development that will be harmful to a listed building or Conservation Area. The 
requirements of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of any of the allocated sites if 
they are adopted.  
 
The proposed modification is noted. 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 

945 Lucy Hampshire GB15 Against the criterion of the Green Belt. As it fails to safeguard 
the countryside, enhance the attractiveness of the 
landscape, check unrestricted sprawl and allows West 
Byfleet to merge in the direction of Pyrford and Byfleet. 

Retain green 
belt for GB15 
with no 
development 
on it 

The representation regarding 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 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. 
 
The Green Belt boundary review noted that development of the site would reduce the physical 
gap between Byfleet and West Byfleet but the perception of the gap would not be affected due 
to the M25 and the fact that development already extends to the M25 along the northern side 
of Parvis Road. 
 
In preparing the Site Allocations DPD 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

419 Mark Hanington GB13 Object to proposals for development on GB in Pyrford.  
WBC are ignoring recommendations from the GBBR. It is 
unacceptable to seek advice from advisors and then ignore it 
because it conflicts with financial gains for the Council 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, 17.0, 7.0 and 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

419 Mark Hanington GB12 Object to proposals for development on GB in Pyrford.  
WBC are ignoring recommendations from the GBBR. It is 
unacceptable to seek advice from advisors and then ignore it 
because it conflicts with financial gains for the Council 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, 17.0, 7.0 and 11.0  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

419 Mark Hanington GB12 The character of Pyrford, Wisley, Ripley and Send will be 
diminished by the building of a large number of homes 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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several Council documents including the Heritage of Woking (2000) and the Woking Character 
Study (2010). 

419 Mark Hanington GB13 The character of Pyrford, Wisley, Ripley and Send will be 
diminished by the building of a large number of homes 

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 

419 Mark Hanington GB12 The destruction of green fields will destroy ecology.  None stated. 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. 
 
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 

419 Mark Hanington GB13 The destruction of green fields will destroy ecology.  None stated. 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. 
 
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 

419 Mark Hanington GB12 The infrastructure in the area is already stretched. 
The local school is being rebuilt but this will not be able to 
accommodate the increase 

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 

419 Mark Hanington GB13 The infrastructure in the area is already stretched. 
The local school is being rebuilt but this will not be able to 
accommodate the increase 

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 

419 Mark Hanington GB12 No additional retail or leisure facilities are proposed. There 
will be an increase in traffic flow to the nearest retail parks. 

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 proposal also recognises the sites accessibility to local services. 
 
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 

Add additional wording 
after 'provision of 
pedestrian facilities and 
cycle links': 
particularly to the 
Neighbourhood and 
District Centre to the 
north of the site, to the 
Countryside, and 
alongside Pyrford 
Common Road.   
 
To be consistent with 
requirements for GB13 
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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. 

419 Mark Hanington GB13 No additional retail or leisure facilities are proposed. There 
will be an increase in traffic flow to the nearest retail parks. 

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 particularly to the Neighbourhood and District 
Centre to the north of the site. 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 

419 Mark Hanington GB12 Traffic and parking around the school is dangerous. The 
roads do not have capacity for more traffic, the proposals will 
turn the village into a car park. 

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 

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. 

419 Mark Hanington GB13 Traffic and parking around the school is dangerous. The 
roads do not have capacity for more traffic, the proposals will 
turn the village into a car park. 

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 

282 D Hanjalk 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 

282 D Hanjalk 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 

282 D Hanjalk 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 

282 D Hanjalk 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 

282 D Hanjalk GB8 Concerned about increased pollution None stated. Any proposals that come forward will need to comply with other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council also has draft 
policies in its Development Management Policies DPD (submitted for independent examination 
in February 2016) to ensure a healthy built environment, including Policies DM5-DM8 to 
mitigate against various types of pollution. 
 
The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the 
development of the site is sustainable.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Please also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 21.0 

1333 A Hannell GB12 Local schools are over capacity and will not be able to cope None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1333 A Hannell GB13 Local schools are over capacity and will not be able to cope None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1333 A Hannell GB12 Appreciates the need for housing to meet the identified need 
but considers the proposals for Pyrford to be 
disproportionately high 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1333 A Hannell GB13 Appreciates the need for housing to meet the identified need 
but considers the proposals for Pyrford to be 
disproportionately high 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1333 A Hannell GB12 There is a high level of congestion in the area and the road 
conditions are inadequate 

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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1333 A Hannell GB13 There is a high level of congestion in the area and the road 
conditions are inadequate 

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 

1333 A Hannell GB12 Pyrford has a unique character and relatively unspoilt, with 
an abundance of open space and landscapes. It suits the 
needs of an active family 

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 

1333 A Hannell GB13 Pyrford has a unique character and relatively unspoilt, with 
an abundance of open space and landscapes. It suits the 
needs of an active family 

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 

1333 A Hannell GB12 Appreciates the need for housing however considers the 
proposals for Pyrford to be disproportionately high 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1333 A Hannell GB13 Appreciates the need for housing however considers the 
proposals for Pyrford to be disproportionately high 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB10 Objecting. Local roads are overcrowded at rush hour, in 
particular Egley Road. More development will make this 
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 draft allocations set out in the key requirements that improvements 
will need to be made to the local cycle and footpath network as well as public transport 
provision to encourage sustainable methods of travel. The exact nature of these measures will 
be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
It should be noted that 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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB11 Objecting. Local roads are overcrowded at rush hour, in 
particular Egley Road. More development will make this 
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 draft allocations set out in the key requirements that improvements 
will need to be made to the local cycle and footpath network as well as public transport 
provision to encourage sustainable methods of travel. The exact nature of these measures will 
be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
It should be noted that 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 

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

1652 Janet Hanssen GB14 Objecting. Local roads are overcrowded at rush hour, in 
particular Egley Road. More development will make this 
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 draft allocations set out in the key requirements that improvements 
will need to be made to the local cycle and footpath network as well as public transport 
provision to encourage sustainable methods of travel. The exact nature of these measures will 
be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
It should be noted that 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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB10 There are few bus services and new residents will be 
isolated unless they have a car. 

None stated. It is fully acknowledged that the existing public transport is infrequent. 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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB11 There are few bus services and new residents will be 
isolated unless they have a car. 

None stated. It is fully acknowledged that the existing public transport is infrequent. 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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB14 There are few bus services and new residents will be 
isolated unless they have a car. 

None stated. It is fully acknowledged that the existing public transport is infrequent. 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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB10 Removal of Green Belt will result in urban sprawl, Woking 
and Mayford will merge and eventually Woking and 
Guildford. This would change the character of this beautiful 
area of the south-east. 

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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB11 Removal of Green Belt will result in urban sprawl, Woking 
and Mayford will merge and eventually Woking and 
Guildford. This would change the character of this beautiful 
area of the south-east. 

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 

1652 Janet Hanssen GB14 Removal of Green Belt will result in urban sprawl, Woking 
and Mayford will merge and eventually Woking and 
Guildford. This would change the character of this beautiful 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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area of the south-east. 

76 Denise Harding GB13 Development would have a negative impact on the character 
of the village. Development here is not appropriate for a 
semi-rural 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 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 

76 Denise Harding GB12 Development would have a negative impact on the character 
of the village. Development here is not appropriate for a 
semi-rural 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 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 

76 Denise Harding GB12 The existing roads are not suitable for additional traffic. None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

76 Denise Harding GB13 The existing roads are not suitable for additional traffic. None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

76 Denise Harding GB12 The village infrastructure will not be able to cope with 
additional demand and, if expanded, would have a negative 
impact on the character of the village. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

88 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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.  

76 Denise Harding GB13 The village infrastructure will not be able to cope with 
additional demand and, if expanded, would have a negative 
impact on the character of the village. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
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 

288 N Harding GB12 Pyrford roads already congested and the proposals, 
including additional development proposed at Wisley airfield 
will exacerbate this.  

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 

288 N Harding GB13 Pyrford roads already congested and the proposals, 
including additional development proposed at Wisley airfield 
will exacerbate this.  

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 

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 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. 

288 N Harding GB12 Some development may be necessary however the 
proposals are too large for one community 

None stated. A number of representations have raised concerns that there appears to be a disproportionate 
amount of housing being proposed in specific areas of the Borough. Although the Council 
appreciates these concerns about the perceived concentration of sites, this was not intentional.  
 
All the sites have gone through a robust selection process where evidence from numerous 
technical studies informed the process. The Sustainability Appraisal Framework used for the 
appraisal of the alternative options is objective-led and has provided a consistent basis for 
describing, analysing and comparing the sustainability effects of the various options and the 
specific proposals of the Site Allocations DPD.  
 
The Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0, 8.0, 9.0, 10.0, and 11.0 
comprehensively explains the reasons and process by which the sites were identified.  
 
The Council believes that the proposed site allocations relatively offer the most sustainable 
locations to meet future housing needs when compared against other alternatives within the 
Borough. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

288 N Harding GB13 Some development may be necessary however the 
proposals are too large for one community 

None stated. A number of representations have raised concerns that there appears to be a disproportionate 
amount of housing being proposed in specific areas of the Borough. Although the Council 
appreciates these concerns about the perceived concentration of sites, this was not intentional.  
 
All the sites have gone through a robust selection process where evidence from numerous 
technical studies informed the process. The Sustainability Appraisal Framework used for the 
appraisal of the alternative options is objective-led and has provided a consistent basis for 
describing, analysing and comparing the sustainability effects of the various options and the 
specific proposals of the Site Allocations DPD.  
 
The Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0, 8.0, 9.0, 10.0, and 11.0 
comprehensively explains the reasons and process by which the sites were identified.  
 
The Council believes that the proposed site allocations relatively offer the most sustainable 
locations to meet future housing needs when compared against other alternatives within the 
Borough. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

288 N Harding GB12 Object to the release of Green Belt at GB12 and GB13. 
Development would have an impact on open views across ty 
Pyrford escarpment. 
The GBBR did not consider land to the east to be suitable for 
development 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0 
 
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 
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288 N Harding GB13 Object to the release of Green Belt at GB12 and GB13. 
Development would have an impact on open views across ty 
Pyrford escarpment. 
The GBBR did not consider land to the east to be suitable for 
development 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 10.0 and 17.0 
 
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 

330 Stephen Harding GB16 An objective of the SA is to ensure minimal impact on air, 
light and noise pollution.  
The SA report suggests that GB15 and GB16 are close to 
West Byfleet District Centre and the local services and 
facilities, therefore reduces the need to travel.  
The assumptions are not realistic. People will habitually drive 
to work, school etc. In reality traffic and pollution will 
increase. hereby not meeting the aim of the report. 

None stated. An element of judgement has to be made in carrying out assessments of sustainability. 
Journey times, proximity to local services and facilities is used in estimating the sustainability of 
sites and provide a consistent baseline. They may not exactly reflect real-life conditions 
however its purpose is to make sure that sites are measured/assessed consistently. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and subsequent impacts have 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. The exact nature of any mitigation measures will be informed by a Transport 
Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 
policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to  air and water quality or harm resulting from light 
and noise pollution. The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to 
potential on site pollution. 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 

330 Stephen Harding GB15 An objective of the SA is to ensure minimal impact on air, 
light and noise pollution.  
The SA report suggests that GB15 and GB16 are close to 
West Byfleet District Centre and the local services and 
facilities, therefore reduces the need to travel.  
The assumptions are not realistic. People will habitually drive 
to work, school etc. In reality traffic and pollution will 
increase. hereby not meeting the aim of the report. 

None stated. An element of judgement has to be made in carrying out assessments of sustainability. 
Journey times, proximity to local services and facilities is used in estimating the sustainability of 
sites and provide a consistent baseline. They may not exactly reflect real-life conditions 
however its purpose is to make sure that sites are measured/assessed consistently. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and subsequent impacts have 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. The exact nature of any mitigation measures will be informed by a Transport 
Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 
policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to  air and water quality or harm resulting from light 
and noise pollution. The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to 
potential on site pollution. 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 

330 Stephen Harding GB15 An objective of the SA is to ensure minimal impact on air, 
light and noise pollution.  
The SA report suggests that GB15 and GB16 are close to 
West Byfleet District Centre and the local services and 
facilities, therefore reduces the need to travel.  
The assumptions are not realistic. People will habitually drive 
to work, school etc. In reality traffic and pollution will 
increase. hereby not meeting the aim of the report. 

None stated. An element of judgement has to be made in carrying out assessments of sustainability. 
Journey times, proximity to local services and facilities is used in estimating the sustainability of 
sites and provide a consistent baseline. They may not exactly reflect real-life conditions 
however its purpose is to make sure that sites are measured/assessed consistently. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and subsequent impacts have 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. The exact nature of any mitigation measures will be informed by a Transport 
Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to  air and water quality or harm resulting from light 
and noise pollution. The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to 
potential on site pollution. 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.  

330 Stephen Harding GB16 An objective of the SA is to ensure minimal impact on air, 
light and noise pollution.  
The SA report suggests that GB15 and GB16 are close to 
West Byfleet District Centre and the local services and 
facilities, therefore reduces the need to travel.  
The assumptions are not realistic. People will habitually drive 
to work, school etc. In reality traffic and pollution will 
increase. hereby not meeting the aim of the report. 

None stated. An element of judgement has to be made in carrying out assessments of sustainability. 
Journey times, proximity to local services and facilities is used in estimating the sustainability of 
sites and provide a consistent baseline. They may not exactly reflect real-life conditions 
however its purpose is to make sure that sites are measured/assessed consistently. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and subsequent impacts have 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. The exact nature of any mitigation measures will be informed by a Transport 
Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
With regards to the representation on pollution, the Core Strategy e.g. Policy CS21: Design, 
the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy, Daylight 
SPD and emerging policies in the Development Management Policies DPD, include robust 
policies and guidance to make sure that development proposals avoid any significant harm to 
the environment including significant harm to  air and water quality or harm resulting from light 
and noise pollution. The key requirements also notes specific on site requirements in relation to 
potential on site pollution. 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 

330 Stephen Harding GB16 The proposals are unhelpful and not practical.  
Local infrastructure needs to be able to support the 
proposals. 
The highways network in the area can not cope. Parvis Road 
is extremely congested. There has been little improvement to 
this in the last 27 years.  

Consider the 
local highways 
network 
Remove GB16 
from the plan. 

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 

330 Stephen Harding GB15 The proposals are unhelpful and not practical.  
Local infrastructure needs to be able to support the 
proposals. 
The highways network in the area can not cope. Parvis Road 
is extremely congested. There has been little improvement to 
this in the last 27 years.  

Consider the 
local highways 
network 
Remove GB16 
from the plan. 

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 

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

413 Tracey Hardy GB4 Health and dentist facilities are at capacity. Appointments are 
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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB5 Health and dentist facilities are at capacity. Appointments are 
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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB4 Concerned about development of the area. The roads are 
not suitable, they are often congested, people will speed 
down them and the Railway Bridge on Oyster Lane would 
need to be widened. 

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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB5 Concerned about development of the area. The roads are 
not suitable, they are often congested, people will speed 
down them and the Railway Bridge on Oyster Lane would 
need to be widened. 

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 

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 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. 

413 Tracey Hardy GB4 Much of the land purposed for building on has been flooded 
or is in danger of flooding.  

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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB5 Much of the land purposed for building on has been flooded 
or is in danger of flooding.  

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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB4 Schools are at capacity 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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB5 Schools are at capacity 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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB4 The proposals will disproportionately remove most of our 
local Green Belt whilst leaving other areas  

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 

413 Tracey Hardy GB5 The proposals will disproportionately remove most of our 
local Green Belt whilst leaving other areas  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

413 Tracey Hardy GB5 Consider the needs of existing residents, think about 
improving the facilities first. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

413 Tracey Hardy GB4 Consider the needs of existing residents, think about 
improving the facilities first. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

785 Philip Hardyman GB16 No capacity on A245 for additional traffic. If local 
improvements are carried out, it will still result in more 
congestion elsewhere. Unless access to the site is located 
elsewhere and not on the A245, the development should not 
be considered viable. 

Provide a 
feeder road 
direct to the 
A3 from 
Broadoaks 
before any 
development 
begins. 

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
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 

785 Philip Hardyman GB15 No capacity on A245 for additional traffic. If local 
improvements are carried out, it will still result in more 
congestion elsewhere. Unless access to the site is located 
elsewhere and not on the A245, the development should not 
be considered viable. 

Provide a 
feeder road 
direct to the 
A3 from 
Broadoaks 
before any 
development 
begins. 

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

731 Dawn Hare GB15 Schools are at capacity and an additional primary school is 
required to support the increased population. 

An additional 
primary school 
should be 
included for 
this number of 
houses. 
especially 
when you 
consider the 
plans for other 
sites in West 
Byfleet, Byfleet 
& Pyrford 

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 

731 Dawn Hare GB15 The A245 is gridlocked and further development will make 
the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access 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 

966 Brian Harmer GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
The developments will negatively affect the village 
community. 
Cars generated from the developments will spoil the village 
life in Pyrford.  
Safety concerned for speeding cars through the village and 
past the school. Parked cars already cause hold ups outside 
the school and church. 

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. 
 
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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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. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The 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 Local 
Planning Authority would recommend that the existing parking issues noted in the 
representation are highlighted to Woking Borough Council Parking Services as well as Surrey 
County Council who are the Highways Authority for the Borough. 

966 Brian Harmer GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
The developments will negatively affect the village 
community. 
Cars generated from the developments will spoil the village 
life in Pyrford.  
Safety concerned for speeding cars through the village and 
past the school. Parked cars already cause hold ups outside 
the school and church. 

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. 
 
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. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
access to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 
 
The 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 Local 
Planning Authority would recommend that the existing parking issues noted in the 
representation are highlighted to Woking Borough Council Parking Services as well as Surrey 
County Council who are the Highways Authority for the Borough. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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458 Peter Harris GB12 States unanimous opposition of local community to the 
project that will negatively change the locality. There is a 
sense of betrayal that the Green Belt protection that informed 
property investment decisions is being destroyed. Implores 
the Council, as local representatives, to seriously consider 
the proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 1.0, 2.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

458 Peter Harris GB13 States unanimous opposition of local community to the 
project that will negatively change the locality. There is a 
sense of betrayal that the Green Belt protection that informed 
property investment decisions is being destroyed. Implores 
the Council, as local representatives, to seriously consider 
the proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 1.0, 2.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

458 Peter Harris GB12 Writing to voice concern about the proposed construction of 
423 houses, which will destroy the semi-rural character that 
makes the area attractive. Assumed that the Green Belt 
designation would ensure protection of this environment from 
encroachment by developers. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 1.0, 2.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

458 Peter Harris GB13 Writing to voice concern about the proposed construction of 
423 houses, which will destroy the semi-rural character that 
makes the area attractive. Assumed that the Green Belt 
designation would ensure protection of this environment from 
encroachment by developers. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 1.0, 2.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

458 Peter Harris GB12 The loss of green landscape will change the perspective of 
Pyrford, increase traffic beyond capacity of the existing road 
system, and obliterate village life. 

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 7.0, 21.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

458 Peter Harris GB13 The loss of green landscape will change the perspective of 
Pyrford, increase traffic beyond capacity of the existing road 
system, and obliterate village life. 

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 7.0, 21.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB4 Objects to Green Belt proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further 
development will make the situation worse as well as 
increase pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
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 potential increase in noise and air pollution has been considered with the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. This document is available for viewing online on the Council's website. 
Generally, the sites identified for allocation are not expected to have a significant impact on 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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noise or air pollution as the sites are in close proximity to the existing urban areas, including 
bus routes, cycle routes and public footpaths. This has the potential to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and therefore associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling.  

796 Jason Harris GB5 Objects to Green Belt proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further 
development will make the situation worse as well as 
increase pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
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 potential increase in noise and air pollution has been considered with the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. This document is available for viewing online on the Council's website. 
Generally, the sites identified for allocation are not expected to have a significant impact on 
noise or air pollution as the sites are in close proximity to the existing urban areas, including 
bus routes, cycle routes and public footpaths. This has the potential to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and therefore associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB15 Objects to Green Belt proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further 
development will make the situation worse as well as 
increase pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
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 

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 potential increase in noise and air pollution has been considered with the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. This document is available for viewing online on the Council's website. 
Generally, the sites identified for allocation are not expected to have a significant impact on 
noise or air pollution as the sites are in close proximity to the existing urban areas, including 
bus routes, cycle routes and public footpaths. This has the potential to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and therefore associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling.  

796 Jason Harris GB16 Objects to Green Belt proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further 
development will make the situation worse as well as 
increase pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
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 potential increase in noise and air pollution has been considered with the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. This document is available for viewing online on the Council's website. 
Generally, the sites identified for allocation are not expected to have a significant impact on 
noise or air pollution as the sites are in close proximity to the existing urban areas, including 
bus routes, cycle routes and public footpaths. This has the potential to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and therefore associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB12 Objects to Green Belt proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further 
development will make the situation worse as well as 
increase pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
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. 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 potential increase in noise and air pollution has been considered with the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. This document is available for viewing online on the Council's website. 
Generally, the sites identified for allocation are not expected to have a significant impact on 
noise or air pollution as the sites are in close proximity to the existing urban areas, including 
bus routes, cycle routes and public footpaths. This has the potential to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and therefore associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling.  

796 Jason Harris GB13 Objects to Green Belt proposals in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and further 
development will make the situation worse as well as 
increase pollution. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.  
 
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 potential increase in noise and air pollution has been considered with the Sustainability 
Appraisal (SA) process. This document is available for viewing online on the Council's website. 
Generally, the sites identified for allocation are not expected to have a significant impact on 
noise or air pollution as the sites are in close proximity to the existing urban areas, including 
bus routes, cycle routes and public footpaths. This has the potential to reduce the reliance on 
the private car and therefore associated vehicle emissions by promoting walking and cycling.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB4 Insufficient infrastructure in place for existing residents. 
Flooding and flood risk is a major issue. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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796 Jason Harris GB5 Insufficient infrastructure in place for existing residents. 
Flooding and flood risk is a major issue. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB15 Insufficient infrastructure in place for existing residents. 
Flooding and flood risk is a major issue. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB16 Insufficient infrastructure in place for existing residents. 
Flooding and flood risk is a major issue. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB12 Insufficient infrastructure in place for existing residents. 
Flooding and flood risk is a major issue. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

796 Jason Harris GB13 Insufficient infrastructure in place for existing residents. 
Flooding and flood risk is a major issue. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. No evidence that Woking Council has 
exhausted Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. No evidence that Woking Council has 
exhausted Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. No evidence that Woking Council has 
exhausted Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Hook Heath and Mayford have 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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Hook Heath and Mayford have 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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Hook Heath and Mayford have 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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Mayford does have a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book so development should be avoided. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Mayford does have a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book so development should be avoided. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Mayford does have a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book so development should be avoided. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 The GBBR was inconsistent in its approach of not 
considering certain areas of land, due to constraints. It then 
recommended land that contained these constraints, 
Mayford included. 

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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 The GBBR was inconsistent in its approach of not 
considering certain areas of land, due to constraints. It then 
recommended land that contained these constraints, 
Mayford included. 

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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 The GBBR was inconsistent in its approach of not 
considering certain areas of land, due to constraints. It then 
recommended land that contained these constraints, 
Mayford included. 

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 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1054 V.G. Harris GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 Concerned about inadequate infrastructure. None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 Concerned about inadequate infrastructure. None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 Concerned about inadequate infrastructure. None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

106 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

1054 V.G. Harris GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1054 V.G. Harris GB14 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. No evidence that Woking Council has 
exhausted Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. No evidence that Woking Council has 
exhausted Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. No evidence that Woking Council has 
exhausted Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Hook Heath and Mayford have 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 
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1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Hook Heath and Mayford have 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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Hook Heath and Mayford have 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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Mayford does have a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book so development should be avoided. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Mayford does have a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book so development should be avoided. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Mayford does have a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book so development should be avoided. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
The special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: 
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an 
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and 18.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic 
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. 
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above 
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated 
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer 
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as 
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements 
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development 
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any 
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic 
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport 
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 The GBBR was inconsistent in its approach of not 
considering certain areas of land, due to constraints. It then 
recommended land that contained these constraints, 
Mayford included. 

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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 The GBBR was inconsistent in its approach of not 
considering certain areas of land, due to constraints. It then 
recommended land that contained these constraints, 
Mayford included. 

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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 The GBBR was inconsistent in its approach of not 
considering certain areas of land, due to constraints. It then 
recommended land that contained these constraints, 
Mayford included. 

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 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

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.  

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 Concerned about inadequate infrastructure. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 Concerned about inadequate infrastructure. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 Concerned about inadequate infrastructure. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1056 E.G. Harris GB14 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 

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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more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB8 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB11 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 The GB is fundamental to ensuring Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford remain separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB8 Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB11 Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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public transport where feasible. 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB7 Mayford resident, Objects to a significant increase of 
Traveller pitches on the site. 
Believes that Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the Borough. Therefore Mayford already makes a major 
contribution towards the traveller community and there is no 
justification for further expansion here. 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 

1288 S.C. Harris GB8 Objects. 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 its 
character and keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 Objects. 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 its 
character and keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 Objects. 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 its 
character and keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB11 Objects. 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 its 
character and keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 Objects. 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 its 
character and keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB8 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 National Policy factors 
-National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB11 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1288 S.C. Harris GB14 National Policy factors 
National policy states that the GB should only be altered in 
"exceptional circumstances" and that housing need- 
including for Traveller sites does not justify the harm done to 
the GB by inappropriate development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB7  
A significant 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.  
 
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 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 No evidence has been produced to demonstrate that all 
brownfield sites have been exhausted. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath) 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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SSSI.   
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.  

of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris 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 
 
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 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 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. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1288 S.C. Harris 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 

1288 S.C. Harris GB8 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on the this unique village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on the this unique village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on the this unique village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB11 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on the this unique village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact on the this unique village which is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB8 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 

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.  

Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  

of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. 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 

1288 S.C. Harris 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris 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.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB9 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB10 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 

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 
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infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  

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. 

of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris 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.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1288 S.C. Harris GB14 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

853 David Harrison GB10 There is a need for housing. Brownfield sites or sites near 
main roads should be considered first. Feels the 
beneficiaries will be the Council and developers. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD proposes to allocate over 50 sites in the existing urban area for 
development. In addition, the Council has considered a number of brownfield sites and this is 
set out in the Sustainability Appraisal. This representation has been addressed in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and 9.0. 
 
The representation regarding land ownership has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

853 David Harrison GB11 There is a need for housing. Brownfield sites or sites near 
main roads should be considered first. Feels the 
beneficiaries will be the Council and developers. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD proposes to allocate over 50 sites in the existing urban area for 
development. In addition, the Council has considered a number of brownfield sites and this is 
set out in the Sustainability Appraisal. This representation has been addressed in the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and 9.0. 
 
The representation regarding land ownership has been addressed in the Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

853 David Harrison GB7 Will cause devastation to Woking and Mayford. 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 

853 David Harrison GB7 Will affect wildlife and leisure activities on the adjacent 
Smarts Heath Common. Previous planning committees 
rejected growth in this are on these grounds. 

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 

853 David Harrison GB10 Area is on a flood plain, questions what will happen with the 
additional surface water. 

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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853 David Harrison GB11 Area is on a flood plain, questions what will happen with the 
additional surface water. 

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 

853 David Harrison GB10 Infrastructure unable to cope currently without additional 
population making problems 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 

853 David Harrison GB11 Infrastructure unable to cope currently without additional 
population making problems 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 

853 David Harrison GB10 Will join Mayford up with Woking and then little gap between 
Woking and Guildford merging. 

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 

853 David Harrison GB11 Will join Mayford up with Woking and then little gap between 
Woking and Guildford merging. 

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 

853 David Harrison GB10 Roads are too narrow with single lane bridges over the 
railway already strained. 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

853 David Harrison GB11 Roads are too narrow with single lane bridges over the 
railway already strained. 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

853 David Harrison GB7 There is a need for traveller sites, however current provision 
is concentrated is this area. Expanding this site would be 
unreasonable and unjust. 

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 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB7 Nearby Smarts Heath Common which is used by residents 
for leisure and is a SSSI. An increase in pitches would 
decrease this shared amenity, impact Mayford's character 
and reduce the openness of the Green Belt. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

119 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB11 No evidence Woking Council has exhausted brownfield sites. 
Once relinquished, Green Belt cannot be retrieved. Noise, 
pollution and vehicle congestion will cancel out residents' 
benefit of a sports facility and athletics track. Housing will fill 
land between Mayford and Woking, increasing the risk of 
merging Woking and Guildford. Should aim to preserve the 
Green Belt. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as 
a separate settlement or to the negative impact on the 
village. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The Council has carried out an assessment of the capacity of the urban area to meet the 
development needs of the area. This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. The justification for the release of 
Green Belt land for development is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The Council has carried out a landscape 
assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to accommodate change. The sites can be 
developed without undermining the landscape assets of the area. This particular issue is 
comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of 
the sites will not also undermine the physical separation between Woking and Guildford. This 
matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not 
envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the area will be significantly 
undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison 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. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out an assessment of brownfield land to 
meet the development needs of the area. This is covered in detail in Section 11 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. There is not sufficient land to meet the needs for the entire plan 
period. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB8 No evidence Woking Council has exhausted brownfield sites. 
Once relinquished, Green Belt cannot be retrieved. Noise, 
pollution and vehicle congestion will cancel out residents' 
benefit of a sports facility and athletics track. Housing will fill 
land between Mayford and Woking, increasing the risk of 
merging Woking and Guildford. Should aim to preserve the 
Green Belt. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as 
a separate settlement or to the negative impact on the 
village. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB9 No evidence Woking Council has exhausted brownfield sites. 
Once relinquished, Green Belt cannot be retrieved. Noise, 
pollution and vehicle congestion will cancel out residents' 
benefit of a sports facility and athletics track. Housing will fill 
land between Mayford and Woking, increasing the risk of 
merging Woking and Guildford. Should aim to preserve the 
Green Belt. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as 
a separate settlement or to the negative impact on the 
village. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB10 We object to the proposal to build housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and the commercial based Athletics Track 
with the planning application for a school.  
National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in ‘exceptional circumstances’ – this has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
housing need, including for Traveller sites, does not justify 
inappropriate development. The Green Belt Review states a 
school on Egley Road would maintain openness; misleading 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development including Travellers 
accommodation is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The Council has carried out a landscape assessment and 
landscape sensitivity for the sites to accommodate change. The site can be developed without 
undermining the landscape assets of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively 
covered in Section 7 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not 
also undermine the physical separation between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been 
addressed in Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The character and identity of 
Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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if the school is a precursor to housing on fields either side 
later on. 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB11 We object to the proposal to build housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and the commercial based Athletics Track 
with the planning application for a school.  
National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in ‘exceptional circumstances’ – this has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
housing need, including for Traveller sites, does not justify 
inappropriate development. 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. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
safeguarding of land to meet future development needs between 2027 and 2040 is particularly 
justified in Section 2 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The school and the leisure centre 
already has planning permission on site GB8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB9 We object to the proposal to build housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and the commercial based Athletics Track 
with the planning application for a school.  
National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in ‘exceptional circumstances’ – this has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
housing need, including for Traveller sites, does not justify 
inappropriate development. 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. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
approach taken by the Council to meet the needs of Traveller is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB8  
We object to the proposal to build housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and the commercial based Athletics Track 
with the planning application for a school.  
National Policy states that Green Belt boundaries should 
only be altered in ‘exceptional circumstances’ – this has not 
been proved by Woking Borough Council, especially as 
housing need, including for Traveller sites, does not justify 
inappropriate development. 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. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
specific justification to release Green Belt land to meet the needs of Travellers is addressed in 
detain in Section 4 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB10 No consideration of negative impact from increased 
population and traffic. Traffic survey in half term creates the 
wrong impression. Congestion will result. Planning 
permission should not be granted for houses in Mayford 
village. There is no supporting infrastructure. Please 
reconsider your DPD plans, which would have devastating 
impact on this unique village. Also see the response 
submitted by the Mayford Village Society, who we are happy 
represent our views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 

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. 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 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB8 No consideration of negative impact from increased 
population and traffic. Traffic survey in half term creates the 
wrong impression. Congestion will result. Planning 
permission should not be granted for houses in Mayford 
village. There is no supporting infrastructure. Please 
reconsider your DPD plans, which would have devastating 
impact on this unique village. Also see the response 
submitted by the Mayford Village Society, who we are happy 
represent our views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB9 No consideration of negative impact from increased 
population and traffic. Traffic survey in half term creates the 
wrong impression. Congestion will result. Planning 
permission should not be granted for houses in Mayford 
village. There is no supporting infrastructure. Please 
reconsider your DPD plans, which would have devastating 
impact on this unique village. Also see the response 
submitted by the Mayford Village Society, who we are happy 
represent our views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB11 No consideration of negative impact from increased 
population and traffic. Traffic survey in half term creates the 
wrong impression. Congestion will result. Planning 
permission should not be granted for houses in Mayford 
village. There is no supporting infrastructure. Please 
reconsider your DPD plans, which would have devastating 
impact on this unique village. Also see the response 
submitted by the Mayford Village Society, who we are happy 
represent our views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1183 S.C. Harrison GB7 The DPD will detrimentally impact the village, reducing 
valuable strategic gap between Woking and Guildford. 
Mayford does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
developments would severely reduce quality of life.  
We object to GB7. Woking Traveller sites are concentrated in 
one area. Mayford already makes a major contribution to the 

Please 
reconsider 
your DPD 
plans. 

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 
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Traveller Community, no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

1677 Martin, 
Susan 

Harrison General Supporting None stated. Support noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Objects to the proposals in their wider context, having not 
had time to review in detail all the relevant documents. The 
approach to the objection is influenced by the need to plan 
strategically across boundaries as part of the Duty to 
Cooperate, set out in the NPPF paragraph 182. The 
response also seeks to open up for consideration other 
aspects of the problems of planning in this part of Surrey at 
the current time.          Due to the proximity of Woking and 
Guildford, states the necessity for the two authorities to work 
together but notes the difficulties with this until the Guildford 
Local Plan is available for consideration (only due for 
publication in September). Raises concern about the 
potential for piecemeal development as a result, and a lack 
of joined up thinking.  

None stated. The Draft Site Allocations DPD has been produced in accordance to the Duty to Cooperate. 
The Council has regularly engaged with Guildford Borough Council, and other neighbouring 
and nearby authorities in the preparation of the document. It will continue to do so as this and 
Guildford's Local Plan emerges, to ensure that strategic planning issues are adequately 
addressed and that a coordinated approach to planning is taken. The representation is further 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, paragraph 6.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Raises the issues of infrastructure, flooding and pollution as 
some of the many social and environmental issues that local 
planning authorities must demonstrate clear evidence of 
having considered cross-boundary impacts. Notes the 
complexity of this with so many public bodies involved, in 
addition to Woking and Guildford, including Surrey County 
Council and Highways England.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See paragraph 6.2 and Sections 3.0 and 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Planning also has to take account of bodies such as Thames 
Water, Network Rail, Natural England and Historic England 
and those policies established by UK or EC law regarding 
the environment and health. The constraint of SANGs with 
regard to the Thames Basin Heaths has for example to be 
taken into account.  

None stated. These bodies have been consulted with regard to the relevant planning regulations and the 
Council's Statement of Community Involvement. Planning for SANGs is accounted for within 
the Draft Site Allocations DPD, with five SANGs allocated (sites GB17 to GB21). All allocated 
sites have be assessed and selected to account for their suitability regarding proximity to the 
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. The Council's approach to this is set out in the 
Core Strategy Policy CS8.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General The ambitious growth plans drawn up by the M3 LEP for 
Woking and Guildford appear to be being promoted 
regardless of the lack of infrastructure to serve such a 
challenging prospect. Raises awareness of the extra 
pressures for housing from the Mayor of London, to relieve 
pressures there. Refers to potential that Council's are asked 
by government to aim for moving targets in this context.  

None stated. It should be noted that while the Council works with the M3 LEP to achieve shared objectives, 
its strategy for economic growth and development (set in the Core Strategy and Economic 
Development Strategy) is based on robust evidence. Growth will be supported by adequate 
local infrastructure. This is further detailed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Sections 3.0. and 8.0. It should also be noted that the housing requirements or targets that this 
plan seeks to address are those set in the Core Strategy (see the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Introduction and Section 1.0) and are not changing at the present time. Any 
change to housing targets would need to be considered as part of the wider plan making 
process, and in Woking's case as part of a review of the Council's Core Strategy. Such a 
review is not currently on the agenda. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General The planning process itself is in crisis with uncertainty about 
government policy assurances made pre-election about the 
Green Belt, and particularly whether statements of local 
candidates in support of it are honoured. States that 60% of 
Woking and 89% Guildford’s areas fall within the Green Belt 
and a boundary revision is scheduled to the Surrey Hills 
AONB and expected to extend its area. There is also 
uncertainty about how the words “localism” and 
“sustainability” are to be interpreted. It appears that the 
programme for Woking and Guildford as expressed in the 
LEP plan is a single-minded pitch for economic growth as the 
major objective. Raises the appearance of many other 
considerations regarding social and environmental priorities 
at stake in the two communities. 

None stated. Social, economic and environmental considerations are taken into account in the preparation of 
this and all plans produced by Woking Borough Council, in part through the Sustainability 
Appraisal (see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 8.0 and 9.0). Localism 
is also given due consideration, and the Council supports Neighbourhood Planning. It should 
be noted that the Surrey Hills AONB lies to the south of Guildford, and is not within the 
Borough. Any consideration of its extension would be made at the relevant time. While the LEP 
covers the Borough, any development proposed is subject to the Council's Development Plan, 
and it is incorrect to assume that all growth promoted by the LEP will be accommodated. The 
Council will however work to ensure effective engagement with the LEP, to help enable 
coordination of LEP and Council aspirations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Woking has always presented itself as an eco friendly 
council but it seems now to be losing its credibility in this 
respect through its lack of concern for the Green Belt, wildlife 
habitats and biodiversity. 

None stated. 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. Regarding wildlife and 
biodiversity, 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 

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

1489 Tim Harrold General The proposals will harm the quality of life of residents who 
already feel besieged by the threat of yet more housing 
development, noise and air pollution, and traffic congestion. 
Where is the vision of what Woking is to become? Do 
residents want economic growth to be “the be all and end all” 
of their lives in a town where unemployment is so low 
already? 

None stated. The vision for the Borough can be found in the Council's Core Strategy, 2012. The 
representation is also addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 
3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11, and Sections 21.0 and 23.0. 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 avoiding significant harmful impact in terms of light and 
noise pollution. Furthermore, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD contains 
policies to control noise, air and light pollution from development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Outlines CPRE's support for the Green Belt, which has been 
successful in protecting Surrey's Green Belt from urban 
sprawl and suburban encroachment. The general public 
regard it as part of their heritage. Outlines the government's 
aims and five purposes of the Green Belt, as set out in the 
NPPF. Paragraph 14 of the NPPF makes clear that its 
'presumption in favour of sustainable development' is to be 
limited where specific policies in this framework indicate 
development should be restricted. This includes Green Belt. 
Goes on to outline the exceptional circumstances outlined in 
paragraph 83, and that these are a far stronger requirement 
that the very special circumstances referred to in paragraph 
87 and 88 when considering planning applications. 
Understands that Guildford Borough Council are 
investigating how exceptional circumstances are defined by 
the government. Raises concern about the interpretation of 
paragraph 85's references to ' defining boundaries' and 
'safeguarded land between the urban area and the Green 
Belt. Wonders how this will be applied uniformly across 
Surrey, a county that has valued the Green Belt so highly for 
its permanence and openness, and where its five purposes 
are as relevant now as when first established. Contents that 
the term safeguarded is the opposite of its normal dictionary 
definition when it comes to protecting the Green Belt, and 
that the whole of Section C has listed in Table 4 needs to be 
reconsidered in this context. CPRE does not want Woking 
and Guildford to merge, like Reigate and Redhill, through the 
steady erosion of the Green Belt. Both towns should seek in 
their vision to retain their individuality, character and setting, 
and pledge their support for the Green Belt, rather than allow 
it to be undermined. This is why we question the inclusion of 
Section B in Table 3 which proposes that 'exceptional 
circumstances' in the Green Belt Boundary Review may be 
used far more widely that we believe is intended or 
warranted.  

None stated. 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. Also see the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 12.0 regarding separation of Woking and Guildford. With 
regard to the sites listed in Section C, Table 4, these are neither safeguarded or removed from 
the Green Belt, but are allocated as Suitable Accessible 
Natural Greenspace (SANG) or as parks/ open spaces within the Green Belt, as stated in the 
title of that table. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General a. Surrey's motorways carry 80% more traffic than the south 
east and it’s a roads 66% more than the national average. 
CPRE as a apolitical charity has been heavily concerned 
with traffic management issues across the country, and gives 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. While the points about the future for 
airport planning are noted, any revision to housing targets or requirements on the back of 
airport expansion or for any other reason would be considered as part of the wider plan making 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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several examples. Also concerned for a long period with the 
AirTrack rail proposals linking Guildford and Woking with 
Heathrow, which are now in abeyance. Also raises the issue 
of the overburdened rail link to Waterloo, and recognises the 
planning challenge of the high level of commuters travelling 
to London for employment. The CPRE Aviation Group 
reviews development plans in this sector. Surrey is the most 
overflown county in the country, and now the Davies report 
which favours future growth at Heathrow predicts the county 
will require 70,000 more homes and 56 extra schools if it 
goes ahead. This would not be an easy task to plan for and 
opposes linear development along major roads in the Green 
Belt, particularly those linking Woking and Guildford.  

process, and in Woking's case as part of a review of the Council's Core Strategy. Such a 
review is not currently on the agenda. This document delivers the housing requirements set in 
the Council's Core Strategy, 2012. 

1489 Tim Harrold General b. Outlines the detrimental impact of traffic congestion on 
quality of life in Surrey. The location of schools are a daily 
cause of traffic problems due to the school run, and outlines 
that the proposal for the Hoe Valley School and associated 
leisure facilities on the A320 at Mayford will not improve 
matters, even if the NPPF allows for greater flexibility 
afforded in the NPPF for outdoor sport and outdoor 
recreation. States that the application should be split into 3 
separate proposals, for the school, running track and leisure 
centre, as the approach being taken is insufficiently 
transparent. It appears that the leisure centre proposal is 
using Green Belt land at Mayford so that house building may 
be facilitated at the existing Athletics Centre at Sheerwater. 
Wonders whether the location of the school on such a busy 
arterial road is a desirable choice to make. 

None stated. Traffic congestion is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
3.0, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. Justification for the school and leisure 
proposal at the Egley Road site (GB8) can be found in the planning application for the site, 
which has been granted permission, available on the Council's website (ref PLAN/2015/0703). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General c. Raises the issue of congestion and speed limits, 
particularly through the Pyrford Conservation Area and on 
narrow roads. Outlines reasons to extend the Pyrford 
Conservation Area to protect a wider heritage setting. In this 
regard 'safeguarding' the two Upshot Lane sites for 
development of 423 new houses is premature. States the 
safety concerns of proposing development near a number of 
other roads that are already under significant traffic pressure. 
Under the impression that the Council's Transport 
Assessment in respect of the proposed Green Belt release 
dates back to 2005, and should be updated so that a more 
accurate assessment of traffic is obtained.  

None stated. Traffic congestion is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 
3.0, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11, and Sections 19.0 and 24.0. Any proposal to extend a 
conservation area would be given due regard in the plan preparation process, and be 
considered within the planning context at the time. However it should not be used as a way to 
delay plan preparation (see NPPF paragraphs 150 to 157). Speeding is not a local planning 
issue and is not expected to be worsened by the proposed allocations. Occurrences should be 
reported in the appropriate way, to the police or Highways Authority. It is incorrect that the 
Transport Assessment with respect to Green Belt releases dates back to 2005. It was 
undertaken in 2015, see www.woking.gov.uk/planning/policy/ldfresearch/stagb.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Concerned about the way education is handled across 
district boundaries and gives examples (well outside of 
Woking) where children travel to different districts to go to 
school. A local example is that children from Ripley are 
required to travel long distances to schools in Sheerwater or 
Addlestone, and if the Hoe Valley School were built, what 
would be the future for the Sheerwater school? The new 
school proposed in Mayford would have a catchment area 
covering south Woking, with substantial impacts on the 
village and neighbouring communities. Questions whether 
children from Guildford will be able to attend this school? 
Asks why the public were not advised earlier about this 
project. States that a number of strategic proposals for 
Guildford include schools, including Wisley Airfield. 
Coordinated planning needs to be improved to that travel by 
car to school is reduced to benefit children and to minimise 
traffic, congestion and parking issues. Surrey residents are 
well aware of how much traffic flow is improved during school 
holidays.  

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 new school at Egley Road is not considered 
to negatively impact intake to other schools in the Borough, as educational need over the plan 
period is great enough to sustain the level of expansion proposed. Exact catchments for the 
Egley Road school will be determined by the school and Surrey County Council, but there is no 
reason why it shouldn't take children from Guildford, if there is capacity to do so. The school 
will provide valuable social infrastructure in the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1489 Tim Harrold General Welcomes the Government's new emphasis requiring 
Councils to work on a register of brownfield sites. Outlines 
the role (stated in the NPPF) of brownfield sites in 
encouraging recycling of derelict and other urban land and in 
urban regeneration. This should be a priority even where 
there is contamination. Notes Business Secretary Sajid 
Javida's statement that housing need does not necessarily 
require giving up Green Belt land. States CPRE's 
reservations about how housing need has been calculated, 
which should be questioned.  

None stated. The Council acknowledges the importance of using brownfield land and encouraging urban 
regeneration, as detailed in its adopted Core Strategy (2012). The justification for the release 
of land from the Green Belt for development, and for safeguarding sites to meet future 
development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Assessment of alternative sites, including 
brownfield sites, is covered in Sections 9.0 and 11.0 of this paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Raises the Slyfield development as an important element of 
the proposed Guildford draft plan, enabling about 1,000 
houses to be built on Guildford's outdated sewage works, 
which would be moved to a new site. Outlines support with 
regard to the potential for environmental improvements from 
the moving of the sewage works, but outlines concerns 
relating to traffic on the A320, loss of Green Belt needed for 
Highways improvements, and flooding issues. States that 
Anne Milton MP is taking initiative to bring relevant parties 
together, and that the economic prospects for both Guildford 
and Woking depend on the A320 being 'improved' and the 
current congestion problems overcome.  

None stated. Point noted. The Council has regularly engaged with Guildford Borough Council, and other 
neighbouring and nearby authorities in the preparation of the document in accordance to the 
Duty to Cooperate. It will continue to do so as this and Guildford's Local Plan emerges, to 
ensure that strategic planning issues including those relating to the Slyfield development are 
adequately addressed.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General There is a need for a coordinated approach between Woking 
and Guildford if the issues raised are to be addressed. 
Housing development at the levels discussed are neither 
reasonable nor practicable. There are too many issues 
unresolved and too many players involved. Building at the 
scale envisaged will lead to an infrastructure breakdown. It 
remains to be seen what Guildford will be proposing as part 
of their Local Plan document, however the proximity of the 
two towns requires a good understanding of how they can 
best cooperate for their mutual benefit. 

None stated. The Draft Site Allocations DPD has been produced in accordance to the Duty to Cooperate. 
The Council has regularly engaged with Guildford Borough Council, and other neighbouring 
and nearby authorities in the preparation of the document. It will continue to do so as this and 
Guildford's Local Plan emerges, to ensure that strategic planning issues are adequately 
addressed and that a coordinated approach to planning is taken. The representation is further 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, paragraph 6.2. The housing 
requirement that this document seeks to deliver is already adopted in the Council's Core 
Strategy, and not the subject of consultation at the current time. The representation is further 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Sections 1.0 and 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General CPRE will continue to object to the 16 sites involving loss of 
Green Belt. Exceptional circumstances have not been shown 
to apply to justify such a widespread boundary change. The 
permanence of the Green Belt should not be infringed in 
such a way. Woking has already made exceptions to the rule 
with the McLaren installations.  

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1489 Tim Harrold General Housebuilding on this scale cannot be the answer if we wish 
to protect the openness of our remaining countryside and the 
quality of life it offers to the Woking and Guildford 
communities.  

None stated. The housing requirement that this document seeks to deliver is already adopted in the 
Council's Core Strategy, and not the subject of consultation at the current time. The 
representation is further addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Sections 1.0, 
2.0 and 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 The site does not have easy access to supporting 
infrastructure including recreational, shops, medical and 
schools. 

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 

1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 The site includes escarpments and rising ground of 
landscape importance and therefore should not be 
considered for development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 Not all land owners have agreed to the land being 
developed. 

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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1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 The site gives significant recreation value for residents and 
as a refuge for wildlife. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0 
 
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 

1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 Will remove all green space between Mayford and Hook 
Heath Increases the risk of Woking and Guildford merging, 
against the purpose of the Green Belt. 

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 

1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 No consideration how a larger population will impact 
infrastructure, including roads, lack of pavements, railway 
bridges and traffic. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous 
as more people access Worplesden Station but there are no 
pavements. 
The traffic impact report was conducted during school 
holidays and therefore does not accurately reflect the peak 
traffic in the area. 

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, 5.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto 
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 

1064 Andrew Harrow GB11 The importance of the separate identities of Hook Heath and 
Mayford have not been recognised or considered. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 19.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1080 Jocelyn Harrow GB11 Mayford has little supporting infrastructure. Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

1080 Jocelyn Harrow GB11 GB11 includes council owned, well used recreation land. The 
surrounding area is a refuge for wildlife. All would be lost if 
GB11 developed.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1080 Jocelyn Harrow GB11 GB11 includes ""Escarpments and Rising Ground of 
Landscape Importance"" and should not be considered for 
development. It also includes private land, not all owners 
have agreed to develop their land. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

1080 Jocelyn Harrow GB11 Development of GB11 will remove the remaining green 
space between Hook Heath and Mayford and increase the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The sites can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the 
area will be significantly undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by 
Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1080 Jocelyn Harrow GB11 No consideration of the impact on the existing infrastructure 
in Hook Heath and Mayford from increased population. The 
roads and rail bridges cannot support increased traffic 
volumes. These are narrow, lack pavements and flood, and 
motorists already speed. The Traffic Impact Report Survey 
was carried out during an academic holiday so is inaccurate.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

105 Mike Hart General National planning policy allows the release of land from the 
Green Belt only in "very special circumstances". Unmet 
housing need is unlikely to outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt and other harm to the Green Belt to meet the "very 
special circumstances" test. The Woking Core Strategy 
requires WBC to find sites in the Green Belt for houses 
2022-2027, but WBC have gone further by identifying 
additional sites for houses in the Green Belt for 2027-2040. 
While it may be sensible to look further ahead than the 
current Core Strategy, the "very special circumstances" rule 
still applies and WBC has not demonstrated this to justify the 
unmet need for houses in the Green Belt around Woking. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2. The principle of releasing Green Belt land to meet the 
development needs of the Core Strategy has been established in the Core Strategy, in 
particular, Policy CS6. The safeguarding of site to meet development needs beyond 2027 has 
the strength of national planning policy behind it. In particular, paragraph 85 of the NPPF. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB7 Mayford already provides a major contribution towards the 
Traveller Community. There is no justification for further 
expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This matter has comprehensively been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB7 Ten Acre Farm is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI 
used by residents of Mayford for leisure purposes. Increased 
use of the site would decrease visual amenity and character 
of the SSSI and increase risk to wildlife due to increased 
number of domestic animals in close proximity. 

None stated. The allocation of Ten Acres to provide pitches is comprehensively addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4. 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 

105 Mike Hart GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused applications 
on this site because they reduce the openness of a Green 
Belt area. 

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 

105 Mike Hart GB8 Strongly object housing on all of the above sites. The 
housing will fill in the green space between Mayford and 
Woking, turning Mayford Village into a suburb of Woking, 
increasing the risk of the merging of Woking and Guildford, 
against the purpose of the Green Belt to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain the open spaces between individual 
towns and villages. No consideration given to preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or impact on its character. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy. 

105 Mike Hart GB8 No independent proof that all possible brownfield sites have 
been exhausted. No justifiable reason given why 
development on these sites would create a "defensible 
Green Belt boundary". 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB8 Development of these sites will adversely affect the integrity 
of the "Hook Heath" escarpment, designated an Escarpment 
and rising ground of landscape importance. Views from 
outside Hook Heath of the escarpment from the south are 
important locally and should be preserved. 

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 

105 Mike Hart GB10 Proposed housing densities of 30 dwellings per hectare 
(dph) on sites GB10 and GB11 are grossly excessive when 
compared to the average density of 5.5 dph in Hook Heath, 
and even less in the Fishers Hill Conservation Area. 

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB9 Strongly object housing on all of the above sites. The 
housing will fill in the green space between Mayford and 
Woking, turning Mayford Village into a suburb of Woking, 
increasing the risk of the merging of Woking and Guildford, 
against the purpose of the Green Belt to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain the open spaces between individual 
towns and villages. No consideration given to preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or impact on its character. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB9 No independent proof that all possible brownfield sites have 
been exhausted. No justifiable reason given why 
development on these sites would create a "defensible 
Green Belt boundary". 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB9 Development of these sites will adversely affect the integrity 
of the "Hook Heath" escarpment, designated an Escarpment 
and rising ground of landscape importance. Views from 
outside Hook Heath of the escarpment from the south are 
important locally and should be preserved. 

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 

105 Mike Hart GB10 Strongly object housing on all of the above sites. The 
housing will fill in the green space between Mayford and 
Woking, turning Mayford Village into a suburb of Woking, 
increasing the risk of the merging of Woking and Guildford, 
against the purpose of the Green Belt to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain the open spaces between individual 
towns and villages. No consideration given to preserving 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Mayford as a separate settlement or impact on its character. Section 12 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

105 Mike Hart GB10 No independent proof that all possible brownfield sites have 
been exhausted. No justifiable reason given why 
development on these sites would create a "defensible 
Green Belt boundary". 

None stated. This issues has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB10 Development of these sites will adversely affect the integrity 
of the "Hook Heath" escarpment, designated an Escarpment 
and rising ground of landscape importance. Views from 
outside Hook Heath of the escarpment from the south are 
important locally and should be preserved. 

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 

105 Mike Hart GB11 Strongly object housing on all of the above sites. The 
housing will fill in the green space between Mayford and 
Woking, turning Mayford Village into a suburb of Woking, 
increasing the risk of the merging of Woking and Guildford, 
against the purpose of the Green Belt to prevent urban 
sprawl and maintain the open spaces between individual 
towns and villages. No consideration given to preserving 
Mayford as a separate settlement or impact on its character. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB11 No independent proof that all possible brownfield sites have 
been exhausted. No justifiable reason given why 
development on these sites would create a "defensible 
Green Belt boundary". 

None stated. The Council has carried out an extensive assessment of the capacity of the urban area to meet 
the development needs of the area. There is not enough sites in the urban area to meet the 
development needs of the entire plan period. This matter is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB11 Development of these sites will adversely affect the integrity 
of the "Hook Heath" escarpment, designated an Escarpment 
and rising ground of landscape importance. Views from 
outside Hook Heath of the escarpment from the south are 
important locally and should be preserved. 

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 

105 Mike Hart GB11 Proposed housing densities of 30 dwellings per hectare 
(dph) on sites GB10 and GB11 are grossly excessive when 
compared to the average density of 5.5 dph in Hook Heath, 
and even less in the Fishers Hill Conservation Area. 

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB8 No new road should be created from the south to Hook 
Heath Road or Hook Hill Lane. There is no development 
reason to construct another road and existing through traffic 
should be restricted to use more suitable roads to reduce 
"rat-runs" and avoid further conflict. 

None stated. There are no plans in the DPD to construct a new road in Hook Heath. The traffic and 
infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively 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 

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

105 Mike Hart GB8 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
heavily congested during morning and evening rush hours. It 
will not cope with the additional traffic that several new 
housing estates, a retail park and school will place on it. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB8 No consideration given to impact on Mayford/Hook Heath 
infrastructure of the increased population. More cars will 
cause more strain on the local narrow roads (e.g. Hook Hill 
Lane, Saunders Lane), some have no pavements resulting in 
increased conflict between vehicles and pedestrians. More 
congestion will be caused over narrow local railway bridges, 
some are traffic light controlled single lane crossings. Prey 
Heath Road will become dangerous as increased traffic to 
Worplesdon Railway Station increases conflict between 
vehicles and pedestrians using the station. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB8 Wildlife in the developed areas will be wiped out. There will 
be increased risk to wildlife in the local protected Smarts and 
Prey Heaths. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB9 No new road should be created from the south to Hook 
Heath Road or Hook Hill Lane. There is no development 
reason to construct another road and existing through traffic 
should be restricted to use more suitable roads to reduce 
"rat-runs" and avoid further conflict. 

None stated. There are no plans in the DPD to construct a new road in Hook Heath. The traffic and 
infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB9 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
heavily congested during morning and evening rush hours. It 
will not cope with the additional traffic that several new 
housing estates, a retail park and school will place on it. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. 

105 Mike Hart GB9 No consideration given to impact on Mayford/Hook Heath 
infrastructure of the increased population. More cars will 
cause more strain on the local narrow roads (e.g. Hook Hill 
Lane, Saunders Lane), some have no pavements resulting in 
increased conflict between vehicles and pedestrians. More 
congestion will be caused over narrow local railway bridges, 
some are traffic light controlled single lane crossings. Prey 
Heath Road will become dangerous as increased traffic to 
Worplesdon Railway Station increases conflict between 
vehicles and pedestrians using the station. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB9 Wildlife in the developed areas will be wiped out. There will 
be increased risk to wildlife in the local protected Smarts and 
Prey Heaths. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB10 No new road should be created from the south to Hook 
Heath Road or Hook Hill Lane. There is no development 
reason to construct another road and existing through traffic 
should be restricted to use more suitable roads to reduce 
"rat-runs" and avoid further conflict. 

None stated. There are no plans in the DPD to construct a new road in Hook Heath. The traffic and 
infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB10 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
heavily congested during morning and evening rush hours. It 
will not cope with the additional traffic that several new 
housing estates, a retail park and school will place on 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 
and 2. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by 
Section 3 and 20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that 
takes into account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the 
proposals include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport 
implications of individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address 
them. The Council will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address 
cross boundary transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is 
working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively 
enhance existing operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy 

105 Mike Hart GB10 No consideration given to impact on Mayford/Hook Heath 
infrastructure of the increased population. More cars will 
cause more strain on the local narrow roads (e.g. Hook Hill 
Lane, Saunders Lane), some have no pavements resulting in 
increased conflict between vehicles and pedestrians. More 
congestion will be caused over narrow local railway bridges, 
some are traffic light controlled single lane crossings. Prey 
Heath Road will become dangerous as increased traffic to 
Worplesdon Railway Station increases conflict between 
vehicles and pedestrians using the station. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB10 Wildlife in the developed areas will be wiped out. There will 
be increased risk to wildlife in the local protected Smarts and 
Prey Heaths. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB11 No new road should be created from the south to Hook 
Heath Road or Hook Hill Lane. There is no development 
reason to construct another road and existing through traffic 
should be restricted to use more suitable roads to reduce 
"rat-runs" and avoid further conflict. 

None stated. There are no plans in the DPD to construct a new road in Hook Heath. The traffic and 
infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB11 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is 
heavily congested during morning and evening rush hours. It 
will not cope with the additional traffic that several new 
housing estates, a retail park and school will place on it. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

105 Mike Hart GB11 No consideration given to impact on Mayford/Hook Heath 
infrastructure of the increased population. More cars will 
cause more strain on the local narrow roads (e.g. Hook Hill 
Lane, Saunders Lane), some have no pavements resulting in 
increased conflict between vehicles and pedestrians. More 
congestion will be caused over narrow local railway bridges, 
some are traffic light controlled single lane crossings. Prey 
Heath Road will become dangerous as increased traffic to 
Worplesdon Railway Station increases conflict between 
vehicles and pedestrians using the station. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB11 Wildlife in the developed areas will be wiped out. There will 
be increased risk to wildlife in the local protected Smarts and 
Prey Heaths. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB14 We support the proposal not to locate housing on this land. 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

105 Mike Hart GB14 We strongly object to any proposal in the use or 
development of the land for "green infrastructure" that does 
not preserve the openness and conflicts with the purposes of 
including land in Green Belt. Strongly object to any proposal 

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 



H 

135 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

to develop any form of temporary or permanent building(s) or 
structure(s), hard-standings or surfacing, access roads or 
pathways. There should be no use in the land for organised 
sports or activities and no vehicle access to the land from 
Hook Hill Lane. 

that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. 

105 Mike Hart GB14 Any development on the land will adversely affect the 
integrity of the "Hook Heath" escarpment, which has been 
designated an "Escarpment and rising ground of landscape 
importance". There should be no change in the land form 
and landscape. The natural character of the environment 
should be retained and enhanced. Existing trees, woodland 
and hedgerows should be retained. 

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 

105 Mike Hart GB14 Natural England's Green Infrastructure Guidance should be 
adopted in the planning and delivery of this site. The green 
structure typology should be natural and semi-natural green 
spaces that supports the natural and ecological processes 
and is integral to the heath and quality of life for the benefit of 
local residents. 

Natural 
England's 
Green 
Infrastructure 
Guidance 
should be 
adopted in the 
planning and 
delivery of this 
site. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. The Council has robust policies to 
ensure that the development of the sites incorporate adequate and sufficient green 
infrastructure to support the development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

226 Stephen Hart 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 

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 
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ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart GB7 There is a lack of Very Special Circumstances to justify 
developing the site for Travellers accommodation, including 
the argument for unmet need. This is highlighted in the 
comments made by B Lewis MP. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart 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 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 

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 
of this representation 
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Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

result in health and safety concerns. proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

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. 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart GB7 The proposed business use of the site would not comply with 
Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites 2008.  

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

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 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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. 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart 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  

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 

226 Stephen Hart GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those in the Green Belt. However no urban sites appear to 
have been considered - there must be doubt as to the validity 
of no other sites across the whole of the Borough being 
identified or suitable. Where no sites are available in the 
urban area, priority will be given to sites on the edge of the 
urban area that benefit from good access to jobs, shops and 
other infrastructure and services. Mayford does not satisfy 
any of these criteria. 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 the owners' immediate family. The Council 
has set aside GBR recommendations. 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart 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 

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 
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Modifications 

Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart GB7 There is a lack of Very Special Circumstances to justify 
developing the site for Travellers accommodation, including 
the argument for unmet need. This is highlighted in the 
comments made by B Lewis MP. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart 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 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 

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 
of this representation 
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result in health and safety concerns. proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

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. 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart GB7 The proposed business use of the site would not comply with 
Designing Gypsy and Traveller sites 2008.  

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

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 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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. 

228 Jessica Hart GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

228 Jessica Hart 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  

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 

228 Jessica Hart GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those in the Green Belt. However no urban sites appear to 
have been considered - there must be doubt as to the validity 
of no other sites across the whole of the Borough being 
identified or suitable. Where no sites are available in the 
urban area, priority will be given to sites on the edge of the 
urban area that benefit from good access to jobs, shops and 
other infrastructure and services. Mayford does not satisfy 
any of these criteria. 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 the owners' immediate family. The Council 
has set aside GBR recommendations. 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  

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 

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

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

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

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

553 Emily Hart GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

stated. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

553 Emily Hart GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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only sites put forward. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

553 Emily Hart GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 
sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 

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 
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off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature 
Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the 
importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied 
that the site can be development for the proposed use without significant damage to 
surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available 
evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the 
Landscape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England 
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant 
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas 
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The 
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary 

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

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

555 Dan Hart GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

555 Dan Hart GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 

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

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

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. 

555 Dan Hart GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

557 Jennifer Hart GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 
and character.  

stated. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 7.0 (paragraph 7.4), 19.0, 21.0 and 23.0. In addition, other development plan policies 
such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is 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 

557 Jennifer Hart GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 

The site 
should be 
removed from 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 
pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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.  

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

557 Jennifer Hart GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

557 Jennifer Hart GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 

The site 
should be 
removed from 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 

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. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

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. 
 
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. 

557 Jennifer Hart GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart GB8 Egley Road is already busy and a new school will make it 
further congested. A large proportion of the traffic will divert 
up Hook Hill Lane which is very narrow.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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 as the site has planning permission for a new school 
and associated leisure facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart GB9 Egley Road is already busy and a new school will make it 
further congested. A large proportion of the traffic will divert 
up Hook Hill Lane which is very narrow.  

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A320. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The 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 as the site has planning permission for a new school 
and associated leisure facilities. 

666 M Hart GB7 Strongly object to more pitches at the site. Mayford already 
contributes towards the needs of the Traveller Community. 
As these pitches would be permanent, it is no different to 
building on Green Belt land.  

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 

666 M Hart General Housing requires more infrastructure like schools and 
hospitals which will bring more people to the area. Woking 
therefore will never provide enough housing for those that 
wish to live here.  

None stated. Most of the housing need in the Borough is internally generated. The Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) sets out the housing need in the Borough and has been used to underpin 
the housing policies of the Core Strategy. The Council acknowledge the comment regarding 
the need for infrastructure. This has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
In line with national planning policy and the Spatial vision of the Core Strategy, it is important 
that the Council facilitates the delivery of homes and employment opportunities in the Borough 
to meet the needs of local people. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart General Local councillors should represent local people and once a 
decision has been made to develop the areas, it will be a 
decision made forever. 

None stated. The Borough's housing need is clearly set out in the Core Strategy and the Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment. The need for housing in the Borough and the Council's approach to 
preparing the Site Allocations DPD has been set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
The representation regarding local character and landscape has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart GB7 The site is adjacent to heathland, which is an important 
habitat for wildlife. It also provides amenity space for local 
residents. 

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

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

666 M Hart GB10 Oppose to developing this site due to the reasons above. None stated. Objection noted No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart General The Council is under pressure to provide housing but the 
town has delivered significant amounts of new housing. 
Woking has well and truly done its bit.  

None stated. The housing need in the Borough is around 594 dwellings per year. Due to the constraints of 
the Borough, it was agreed that an annual average of 292 dwellings per year would be suitable 
and achievable. There is therefore a clear housing need in the Borough despite the housing 
developments noted in the representation. The recent schemes have made a significant 
contribution towards the delivery of 4,964 dwellings over the plan period. The Council is fully 
committed to the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy and therefore is preparing a Site 
Allocations DPD to identify sites within the Borough to meet development needs. By not 
planning for housing growth, the Council will not be consistent with national policy or meeting 
the housing needs of local people. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart General The town has grown since moving to the area. There are 
pressures to provide housing and the impact this has on 
infrastructure.  
 
Woking has now reached a point where it can not sustain 
further redevelopment. It is essential to protect the Green 
Belt to maintain the mix of urban area and countryside. 

None stated. The representation regarding housing need and growth and the principle of Green Belt 
development has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0. 
 
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 

666 M Hart GB8 Accepts the need for a new school due to the shortage of 
places in the borough. 

None stated. Support for a new school to meet demand noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart GB9 Accepts the need for a new school due to the shortage of 
places in the borough. 

None stated. Support for a new school to meet demand noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart GB8 Mixed feelings about the proposed school on the site. The 
site forms a break between Woking and Mayford and 
maintains local identity in Mayford village. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart GB9 Mixed feelings about the proposed school on the site. The 
site forms a break between Woking and Mayford and 
maintains local identity in Mayford village. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

666 M Hart General The Council has delivered a lot of housing recently and 
should now stop. It should become a voice of those who 
elected the Council into power. 

None stated. The Council has an adopted Core Strategy (2012) which has been informed by the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 
(SHLAA). It has also been examined against the requirements of national policy and found 
sound. The Core Strategy makes provision for the delivery of 4,964 net additional dwellings 
between 2010 and 2027. The Council is expected and committed to the comprehensive 
delivery of the requirements of the Core Strategy by allocating specific sites to bring forward 
their delivery. The SHMA (2009) notes that the objectively assessed housing need of the 
borough is 594 dwellings per annum. Taking into account the available evidence, the Inspector 
at the Examination in public agreed that the Core Strategy should make provision for an annual 
average of 292 dwellings per year. The housing need in the Borough is therefore significant 
and the Council is fully committed to facilitating the delivery of housing across the Borough. 
 
 
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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569 J Hartfield GB8 The proposals are not supported by improvements to 
transport infrastructure. Roads would be inadequate for such 
an increase in population and vehicles. Currently traffic is a 
problem at peak hours, with single line railway bridges and 
roads with no pavements, particularly Prey Heath Road 
leading to Worplesdon station, and are unsuitable for 
upgrading.  

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 

569 J Hartfield GB9 The proposals are not supported by improvements to 
transport infrastructure. Roads would be inadequate for such 
an increase in population and vehicles. Currently traffic is a 
problem at peak hours, with single line railway bridges and 
roads with no pavements, particularly Prey Heath Road 
leading to Worplesdon station, and are unsuitable for 
upgrading.  

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 

569 J Hartfield GB10 The proposals are not supported by improvements to 
transport infrastructure. Roads would be inadequate for such 
an increase in population and vehicles. Currently traffic is a 
problem at peak hours, with single line railway bridges and 
roads with no pavements, particularly Prey Heath Road 
leading to Worplesdon station, and are unsuitable for 
upgrading.  

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 

569 J Hartfield GB11 The proposals are not supported by improvements to 
transport infrastructure. Roads would be inadequate for such 
an increase in population and vehicles. Currently traffic is a 
problem at peak hours, with single line railway bridges and 
roads with no pavements, particularly Prey Heath Road 
leading to Worplesdon station, and are unsuitable for 
upgrading.  

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 

569 J Hartfield 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 

569 J Hartfield GB8 Objects to the proposals. The Council has not proved 
exceptional circumstances for removing these sites from the 
Green Belt nor has it exhausted brownfield sites elsewhere 
in the Borough.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12, and Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

569 J Hartfield GB9 Objects to the proposals. The Council has not proved 
exceptional circumstances for removing these sites from the 
Green Belt nor has it exhausted brownfield sites elsewhere 
in the Borough.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12, and Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

569 J Hartfield GB10 Objects to the proposals. The Council has not proved 
exceptional circumstances for removing these sites from the 
Green Belt nor has it exhausted brownfield sites elsewhere 
in the Borough.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12, and Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

569 J Hartfield GB11 Objects to the proposals. The Council has not proved 
exceptional circumstances for removing these sites from the 
Green Belt nor has it exhausted brownfield sites elsewhere 
in the Borough.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12, and Section 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

569 J Hartfield GB7 Comments are on specific sites as follows but also happy for 
the Mayford Village Society to represent our views. 

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

569 J Hartfield GB8 Comments are on specific sites as follows but also happy for 
the Mayford Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation is dealt with in its following Sections (this is its introduction). 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 

569 J Hartfield GB9 Comments are on specific sites as follows but also happy for 
the Mayford Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation is dealt with in its following Sections (this is its introduction). 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 

569 J Hartfield GB10 Comments are on specific sites as follows but also happy for 
the Mayford Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation is dealt with in its following Sections (this is its introduction). 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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569 J Hartfield GB11 Comments are on specific sites as follows but also happy for 
the Mayford Village Society to represent our views. 

None stated. This representation is dealt with in its following Sections (this is its introduction). 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 

569 J Hartfield GB7 Objects to any increase in pitches due to its further impact on 
the Green Belt, visual amenity and character of the areas, 
and risk to wildlife on the adjacent 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.  
 
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 

1676 David, 
Jane 

Hartfield General Support subject to detailed drawings. No objection to the 
principle of development and it would be more desirable than 
existing. 

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

1195 John Hartley GB12 I object to removal of GB12 and GB13 from the Green Belt. 
These sites have consistently been assessed in the Review 
as unsuitable (poor sustainability and high landscape 
sensitivity), their removal and possible development would 
alter the rural aspect of Pyrford village. They give an 
uninterrupted stretch of open land between the town and 
river and feature in Pyrford's history. 

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 

1195 John Hartley GB13 I object to removal of GB12 and GB13 from the Green Belt. 
These sites have consistently been assessed in the Review 
as unsuitable (poor sustainability and high landscape 
sensitivity), their removal and possible development would 
alter the rural aspect of Pyrford village. They give an 
uninterrupted stretch of open land between the town and 
river and feature in Pyrford's history. 

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 

1195 John Hartley GB13 The development on Green Belt land is ill thought out and 
unjustified. 

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 

1195 John Hartley GB12 The development on Green Belt land is ill thought out and 
unjustified. 

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 

1195 John Hartley GB12 The current schools are full. Increasing the number of homes 
would lead to local children being forced to attend schools 
outside their local area, generating more traffic.  
 
The health service is maximum, both doctors and transport 
to and treatment at hospitals. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The traffic and infrastructure of the proposals are comprehensively addressed by 
Section 3 and 20. The Core Strategy was informed by cumulative transport assessment that 
takes into account potential developments in nearby areas of the County. More importantly, the 
proposals include a requirement for detailed transport assessment to assess the transport 
implications of individual schemes and identify appropriate mitigation measures to address 
them. The Council will continue to work its neighbours and the County Council to address 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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cross boundary transport problems in the area. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is 
working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively 
enhance existing operational deficiencies in public transport service provision to meet the 
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, 
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the 
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core 
Strategy. The 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.  

1195 John Hartley GB13 The current schools are full. Increasing the number of homes 
would lead to local children being forced to attend schools 
outside their local area, generating more traffic.  
 
The health service is maximum, both doctors and transport 
to and treatment at hospitals. 

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 

1195 John Hartley GB13 Traffic from development elsewhere (GB15 and GB16) will 
make accessing Byfleet on the A245, already busy, 
intolerable. Insufficient investigation of the effect on 
congested roads. 

None stated. The traffic implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in Section 20 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1195 John Hartley GB12 Traffic from development elsewhere (GB15 and GB16) will 
make accessing Byfleet on the A245, already busy, 
intolerable. Insufficient investigation of the effect on 
congested roads. 

None stated. The traffic implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1195 John Hartley GB12  
Traffic issues would result. Upshot Lane is not capable of 
taking the additional cars. Woking has insufficiently 
considered planned development at Wisley airfield. Traffic 
arising will clog surrounding roads. 

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 

1195 John Hartley GB13  
Traffic issues would result. Upshot Lane is not capable of 
taking the additional cars. Woking has insufficiently 
considered planned development at Wisley airfield. Traffic 
arising will clog surrounding roads. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.  Under the Duty to 
Cooperate, the Council is working with its neighbouring authorities to make sure that 
development in their area with cross boundary implications are fully assessed and appropriate 
mitigation put in place to address any potential adverse impacts. This will include development 
on the Wisley Airfield. 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB12 I object to removal of GB12 and GB13 from the Green Belt. 
These sites have consistently been assessed in the Review 
as unsuitable (poor sustainability and high landscape 
sensitivity), their removal and possible development would 
alter the rural aspect of Pyrford village. They give an 
uninterrupted stretch of open land between the town and 
river and feature in Pyrford's history. 

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 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB13 I object to removal of GB12 and GB13 from the Green Belt. 
These sites have consistently been assessed in the Review 
as unsuitable (poor sustainability and high landscape 
sensitivity), their removal and possible development would 
alter the rural aspect of Pyrford village. They give an 
uninterrupted stretch of open land between the town and 
river and feature in Pyrford's history. 

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 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB13 The development on Green Belt land is ill thought out and 
unjustified. 

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 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB12 The development on Green Belt land is ill thought out and 
unjustified. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB12 The current schools are full. Increasing the number of homes 
would lead to local children being forced to attend schools 
outside their local area, generating more traffic.  
 
The health service is maximum, both doctors and transport 
to and treatment at hospitals. 

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

1196 Gillian Hartley GB13 The current schools are full. Increasing the number of homes 
would lead to local children being forced to attend schools 
outside their local area, generating more traffic.  
 
The health service is maximum, both doctors and transport 
to and treatment at hospitals. 

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 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB12  
Traffic issues would result. Upshot Lane is not capable of 
taking the additional cars. Woking has insufficiently 
considered planned development at Wisley airfield. Traffic 
arising will clog surrounding roads. 

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 

1196 Gillian Hartley GB13  
Traffic issues would result. Upshot Lane is not capable of 
taking the additional cars. Woking has insufficiently 
considered planned development at Wisley airfield. Traffic 
arising will clog surrounding roads. 

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.  Under the Duty to 
Cooperate, the Council is working with its neighbouring authorities to make sure that 
development in their area with cross boundary implications are fully assessed and appropriate 
mitigation put in place to address any potential adverse impacts. This will include development 
on the Wisley Airfield. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB10  
Mayford, Hook Heath, Sutton Green, will suffer increased 
traffic. There are no proposals to upgrade roads or bridges or 
to address existing traffic problems on Egley Road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB8  
Mayford, Hook Heath, Sutton Green, will suffer increased 
traffic. There are no proposals to upgrade roads or bridges or 
to address existing traffic problems on Egley Road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB9  
Mayford, Hook Heath, Sutton Green, will suffer increased 
traffic. There are no proposals to upgrade roads or bridges or 
to address existing traffic problems on Egley Road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB11  
Mayford, Hook Heath, Sutton Green, will suffer increased 
traffic. There are no proposals to upgrade roads or bridges or 
to address existing traffic problems on Egley Road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB14  
Mayford, Hook Heath, Sutton Green, will suffer increased 
traffic. There are no proposals to upgrade roads or bridges or 
to address existing traffic problems on Egley Road. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. 
Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB10  
Mayford village will be subsumed into Woking. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will significantly undermine the distinctive character of 
Mayford. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of The Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB11  
Mayford village will be subsumed into Woking. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will significantly undermine the distinctive character of 
Mayford. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of The Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB14  
Mayford village will be subsumed into Woking. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will significantly undermine the distinctive character of 
Mayford. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of The Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB8  
Mayford village will be subsumed into Woking. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will significantly undermine the distinctive character of 
Mayford. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of The Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB9  
Mayford village will be subsumed into Woking. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the proposals will significantly undermine the distinctive character of 
Mayford. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of The Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB10 Quality of life will be severely impacted as Green Belt. 
Please reconsider and spare the Mayford Green Belt.  

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 local residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB11 Quality of life will be severely impacted as Green Belt. 
Please reconsider and spare the Mayford Green Belt.  

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 local residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB14 Quality of life will be severely impacted as Green Belt. 
Please reconsider and spare the Mayford Green Belt.  

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 local residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB8 Quality of life will be severely impacted as Green Belt. 
Please reconsider and spare the Mayford Green Belt.  

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 local residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB9 Quality of life will be severely impacted as Green Belt. 
Please reconsider and spare the Mayford Green Belt.  

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 local residents. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB10 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14.  These are contrary to the 
Government’s wish for the use of brownfield sites and will 
have profound negative consequences for the people of 
Mayford and Woking. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB11 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14.  These are contrary to the 
Government’s wish for the use of brownfield sites and will 
have profound negative consequences for the people of 
Mayford and Woking. 

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 
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1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB14 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14.  These are contrary to the 
Government’s wish for the use of brownfield sites and will 
have profound negative consequences for the people of 
Mayford and Woking. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB8 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14.  These are contrary to the 
Government’s wish for the use of brownfield sites and will 
have profound negative consequences for the people of 
Mayford and Woking. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB9 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on sites GB8, 
GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14.  These are contrary to the 
Government’s wish for the use of brownfield sites and will 
have profound negative consequences for the people of 
Mayford and Woking. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB10 Mayford has limited services, an insufficient ‘Local Centre’ to 
support new residences. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB11 Mayford has limited services, an insufficient ‘Local Centre’ to 
support new residences. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB14 Mayford has limited services, an insufficient ‘Local Centre’ to 
support new residences. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB8 Mayford has limited services, an insufficient ‘Local Centre’ to 
support new residences. 

None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

Hartman GB9 Mayford has limited services, an insufficient ‘Local Centre’ to 
support new residences. 

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 

1168 Ulf, 
Rosemary 

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

None stated. 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 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB12 If the Arbor is included in these sites, the uniformed 
organisations and other clubs would lose their meeting place. 

None stated. The Arbor is excluded from the site boundary of site GB12. Therefore no development is 
proposed as a result of this document. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB13 If the Arbor is included in these sites, the uniformed 
organisations and other clubs would lose their meeting place. 

None stated. The Arbor is excluded from the site boundary of site GB12. Therefore no development is 
proposed as a result of this document. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB12 The increase in traffic would cause significant problems, and 
narrow roads would need to be widened to cope with 
additional 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 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB13 The increase in traffic would cause significant problems, and 
narrow roads would need to be widened to cope with 
additional 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 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB12 The site is far from ideal for development and there are more 
suitable sites within the Borough boundary. It would for a 
tragedy if Pyrford loses this Green Belt land.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 9.0, 11.0 and 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB13 The site is far from ideal for development and there are more 
suitable sites within the Borough boundary. It would for a 
tragedy if Pyrford loses this Green Belt land.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 9.0, 11.0 and 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB12 The school in Pyrford is at capacity and health centre at 
West Byfleet already overstretched. Further families would 
increase this problem. 

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 
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1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB13 The school in Pyrford is at capacity and health centre at 
West Byfleet already overstretched. Further families would 
increase this problem. 

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 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB12 The entire infrastructure of Pyrford would need extensive 
rethinking. 

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 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB13 The entire infrastructure of Pyrford would need extensive 
rethinking. 

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 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB12 Objects to the redesignation of Green Belt and building of 
400+ houses. Such a large development would change the 
character of the village, and Pyrford would become an 
extension of West Byfleet and Woking.  

None stated. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. The proposed allocations in Pyrford are 
not intended to turn Pyrford into a town, or lead to it merging with Woking. It should be noted 
that the proposed sites are on the outer edge of Pyrford, to the south. The west and northern 
parts of the village are already joined to West Byfleet and the proposals do not affect this. It is 
envisaged that planning to meet local housing need should not undermine the overall social 
fabric of the area. There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the 
population of Pyrford. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure (as outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to 
minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the 
development. Development will also be built to high environmental and design standards in 
accordance with the environmental and climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. 
Overall, the Council is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of the 
area will not be significantly undermined. 
 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1403 David, 
Fiona 

Harvey GB13 Objects to the redesignation of Green Belt and building of 
400+ houses. Such a large development would change the 
character of the village, and Pyrford would become an 
extension of West Byfleet and Woking.  

None stated. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. The proposed allocations in Pyrford are 
not intended to turn Pyrford into a town, or lead to it merging with Woking. It should be noted 
that the proposed sites are on the outer edge of Pyrford, to the south. The west and northern 
parts of the village are already joined to West Byfleet and the proposals do not affect this. It is 
envisaged that planning to meet local housing need should not undermine the overall social 
fabric of the area. There is no doubt that the development of the sites will increase the 
population of Pyrford. However, it is expected that development will be supported by adequate 
infrastructure (as outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to 
minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the 
development. Development will also be built to high environmental and design standards in 
accordance with the environmental and climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. 
Overall, the Council is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of the 
area will not be significantly undermined. 
 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey 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 
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1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB7 The proposal will decrease the visual amenity and character 
of the area. 

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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB7 The proposal will increase the risk to wildlife due to the close 
proximity of domestic animals. 

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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB7 Object to proposals. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough. 

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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB8 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB9 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB10 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB11 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB14 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB8 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB9 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB10 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB11 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB14 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB8 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB9 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB10 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB11 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB14 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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). 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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). 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 



H 

170 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 are 
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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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. 

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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB8 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB9 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB10 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB11 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB14 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General The additional arguments provided were formed by the local 
community, who are the very people who will be impacted by 
the decisions. 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. 
Green Belts were classified for a reason. WBC should 
protect the countryside and Green Belt for its residents, 
visitors and for future generations.  

None stated. 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. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
The Council is of the opinion that the case for releasing Green belt land for future development 
needs has been established and is consistent with national policy. Taking into account the 
constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the Council believes that the land 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. Whilst not 
underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local communities, 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. The amount 
of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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.  

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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB7 Traveller sites should have access to local facilities. The site 
is not near a school or easy access to local services. 

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 

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

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey GB7 Additional pitches will have unacceptable adverse impacts 
on the visual amenity and character of the area. It is adjacent 
to an SSSI which is used for leisure purposes.  

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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. Land ownership 
status 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 

1627 Christoph
er M 

Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB7 The proposals will decrease visual amenity and local 
character as well as increase risk to wildlife due to the 
increase in domestic animals in close proximity. 

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.  
 
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. 
 
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 local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB7 Object to proposal. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough. 

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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB8 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB9 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB10 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB11 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB14 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB8 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB9 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB10 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB11 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB14 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB8 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

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

1629 Katherine Harvey GB9 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB10 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB11 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB14 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB8 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB9 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB10 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB11 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB14 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

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

1629 Katherine Harvey GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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). 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 are 
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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

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

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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. 

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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB8 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB9 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB10 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB11 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB14 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General The additional arguments provided were formed by the local 
community, who are the very people who will be impacted by 
the decisions. 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. 
Green Belts were classified for a reason. WBC should 
protect the countryside and Green Belt for its residents, 
visitors and for future generations.  

None stated. 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. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
The Council is of the opinion that the case for releasing Green belt land for future development 
needs has been established and is consistent with national policy. Taking into account the 
constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the Council believes that the land 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 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. The amount 
of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

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

1629 Katherine Harvey 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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.  

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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB7 Traveller sites should have access to local facilities. The site 
is not near a school or easy access to local services. 

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 

1629 Katherine Harvey GB7 Additional pitches will have unacceptable adverse impacts 
on the visual amenity and character of the area. It is adjacent 

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 



H 

179 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

to an SSSI which is used for leisure purposes.  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. 

of this representation 

1629 Katherine Harvey General WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. Land ownership 
status 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 

1629 Katherine Harvey General 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 

1092 D Haslam GB13 I object. Question the point of Green Belt if councils can 
override the protection.  
I move to this area of beauty and accessible countryside. I 
will stand up to any developers with force to STOP this 
development which will bring ruin. The Council should rebuild 
where redevelopment is needed, there are many. If 
properties do not, people simply cannot live here and will go 
elsewhere. I will not go on, this will probably not be read by 
anyone with any passion for its protection. It is merely the 
number of objections that need to be registered. I hope the 
Council will stop this before there is a public demonstration 
and outcry. 

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 

1092 D Haslam GB12 I object. Question the point of Green Belt if councils can 
override the protection.  
I move to this area of beauty and accessible countryside. I 
will stand up to any developers with force to STOP this 
development which will bring ruin. The Council should rebuild 
where redevelopment is needed, there are many. If 
properties do not, people simply cannot live here and will go 
elsewhere. I will not go on, this will probably not be read by 
anyone with any passion for its protection. It is merely the 
number of objections that need to be registered. I hope the 
Council will stop this before there is a public demonstration 
and outcry. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The Council has a responsibility to meet the development needs of the area. Of the 
objectively assessed housing need of 517 dwellings per year, the Council has a housing 
requirement to deliver 292 dwelling. Every year there is a significant unmet need of about 300 
dwellings. It is important that the Council identifies sufficient land to meet at least its housing 
requirement. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1169 Neil,  
Cynthia 

Haslam GB12 The infrastructure is not appropriate. It would totally spoil and 
devalue properties. Please rethink. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1169 Neil,  
Cynthia 

Haslam GB13 The infrastructure is not appropriate. It would totally spoil and 
devalue properties. Please rethink. 

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.  

1169 Neil,  
Cynthia 

Haslam GB12 We are very concerned about the proposed development. 
We move here because it was Green and do not want this to 
change. 

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 

1169 Neil,  
Cynthia 

Haslam GB13 We are very concerned about the proposed development. 
We move here because it was Green and do not want this to 
change. 

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 

160 J D Hastie GB15 Developments would require access to A245 Parvis Road, 
increasing already high levels of congestion and contrary to 
policy. In 2002 a Surrey County Council officer commented 
the A245 was over trafficked and burdensome to the local 
communities. The Council's evidence (Local Transport 
Assessment 2015, 2010 study) notes Parvis Road is 
congested at peak times. Beggars belief the Council could 
support materially adding to present difficulties. 

Respectfully 
ask that the 
proposal be 
set aside. 

The general approach to assessing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is 
comprehensively addressed in Sections 20 and 3 respectively in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review 
Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 
delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is working with neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the cross boundary traffic implications of their 
development are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation introduced to address any adverse 
impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

160 J D Hastie GB15 Developments would require access to A245 Parvis Road, 
increasing already high levels of congestion and contrary to 
policy. In 2002 a Surrey County Council officer commented 
the A245 was over trafficked and burdensome to the local 
communities. The Council's evidence (Local Transport 
Assessment 2015, 2010 study) notes Parvis Road is 
congested at peak times. Beggars belief the Council could 
support materially adding to present difficulties. 

Respectfully 
ask that the 
proposal be 
set aside. 

The general approach to assessing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is 
comprehensively addressed in Sections 20 and 3 respectively in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review 
Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 
delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is working with neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the cross boundary traffic implications of their 
development are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation introduced to address any adverse 
impacts. 

160 J D Hastie GB15 By everyday standards these sites (land adjacent to West 
Hall and Broadoaks) represent two large scale 
developments. Both would use the largest areas of 
remaining Green Belt land in our area (38% of the total in 
West Byfleet). Cannot understand the logic. Green Belt was 
created to provide and protect green spaces and stop one 
community growing into another. There will be ramifications 
for support services. Understand that Green Belt housing 
development requires careful siting including good highway 
access, available health and community care, school places, 
utilities, waste water and sewage collection. 

Respectfully 
ask that the 
proposal be 
set aside. 

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. 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 

160 J D Hastie GB16 By everyday standards these sites (land adjacent to West 
Hall and Broadoaks) represent two large scale 
developments. Both would use the largest areas of 
remaining Green Belt land in our area (38% of the total in 
West Byfleet). Cannot understand the logic. Green Belt was 
created to provide and protect green spaces and stop one 
community growing into another. There will be ramifications 
for support services. Understand that Green Belt housing 
development requires careful siting including good highway 
access, available health and community care, school places, 
utilities, waste water and sewage collection. 

Respectfully 
ask that the 
proposal be 
set aside. 

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. 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. 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 

160 J D Hastie GB16 There will not be sufficient school places for these 
developments as matters stand now, including planned 
extensions to the West Byfleet Infants and Junior Schools, 
insufficient local health and community care, uncertainty 
around water supply and waste water and sewage. Could not 
expect a developer to pay for the whole of the new system. 
There has not been formal investigation of West Hall in terms 
of bio-feasibility. The site is close to flood plain; substrates 
are known to be compacted, the Environment Agency still 
expect a full flood only periodically.  

Respectfully 
ask that the 
proposal be 
set aside. 

The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are addressed in detail in Sections 
20 and 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. The cost of infrastructure provision will be funded by both 
public and private sector sources. The Environment Agency has been consulted on the 
Council's proposals and their advice taken into account. The key requirements of the proposals 
require a number of detailed assessment to be carried including ecological assessment for 
development to be acceptable. The Council is satisfied that the sustainable development of the 
sites will be achievable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

160 J D Hastie GB15 There is little or no sympathy for development at West Hall. 
The proposal is ill-judged and against national and county 
policy for new residential developments.  

Respectfully 
ask that the 
proposal be 
set aside. 

 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 collective evidence of the Council justifies the allocation of West Hall. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

160 J D Hastie GB16 Most local people have some sympathy for a regeneration of 
Broadoaks as it is lying fallow. But we are still concerned any 
new proposal will not add materially to traffic congestion or 
use health and community resources. The community must 
have a say in what the land is used for and how any 
development impacts on the rest of the village. 

None stated. Broadoaks is already designated as a Major Developed site in the Green Belt for high quality 
office development. This is a proposal that could have come forward since the adoption of the 
Core Strategy but have failed to do so. The Site Allocations DPD expands on the uses on the 
site to include residential. This is likely to help bring forward the site for development. The 
traffic implications for the proposal is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council has been concerned to give the 
community a say in what goes on at the site. The Council had given the community the 
opportunity to comment on the Regulation 18 consultation. It will continue to do so by giving 
the public another  chance to comment on it when at the Regulation 19 consultation. 
Furthermore, at the planning application stage any one potentially affected by the proposals 
will be given the opportunity to comment on the application. It is highlighted that planning 
application has been submitted to the Council to develop the site for a school and residential 
development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

502 Ulla Hastrup GB15 Shocked to hear of the amount of houses planned on our 
Green Belt. The infrastructure to cope with such a big 
increase (especially in traffic) is not there and needs 
addressing. Traffic is already very heavy on Parvis Road. 
Very sad to see what is being done to this beautiful area. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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502 Ulla Hastrup GB16 Shocked to hear of the amount of houses planned on our 
Green Belt. The infrastructure to cope with such a big 
increase (especially in traffic) is not there and needs 
addressing. Traffic is already very heavy on Parvis Road. 
Very sad to see what is being done to this beautiful area. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.3, 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

584 D Haward 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 
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 

584 D Haward GB7 Objects to the proposal to increase the number of Travellers 
pitches. Traveller sites are already concentrated in and 
around Mayford, which already provides 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 

584 D Haward GB8 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There should be 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, and 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 

584 D Haward GB9 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There should be 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, and 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 

584 D Haward GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There should be 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, and 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 

584 D Haward GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There should be 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, and 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 

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

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

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

584 D Haward 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 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

584 D Haward GB8 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

584 D Haward GB9 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

584 D Haward GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

584 D Haward GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford and Hook Heath. These areas are unique 
and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Happy for the 
Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

584 D Haward GB8 There would be a significant impact on 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 

584 D Haward GB9 There would be a significant impact on 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 
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584 D Haward GB10 There would be a significant impact on 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 

584 D Haward GB11 There would be a significant impact on 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 

1443 J. Hawker GB4 Please don't take any more Green Belt away from the village. 
A lot of green space was used for the M25 and new houses, 
and there is no very little left to enjoy.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from 
across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is 
to meet development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released 
is therefore relatively modest. The representation is further addressed in Section 21.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1443 J. Hawker GB5 Please don't take any more Green Belt away from the village. 
A lot of green space was used for the M25 and new houses, 
and there is no very little left to enjoy.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from 
across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is 
to meet development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released 
is therefore relatively modest. The representation is further addressed in Section 21.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1443 J. Hawker GB4 There must be other suitable sites to use. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 9.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1443 J. Hawker GB5 There must be other suitable sites to use. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 9.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1443 J. Hawker GB4 Objects to the proposals, mainly due to concern about the 
volume of traffic on the A245. The village is used as a cut 
through when there are problems of the M25. 

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 

1443 J. Hawker GB5 Objects to the proposals, mainly due to concern about the 
volume of traffic on the A245. The village is used as a cut 
through when there are problems of the M25. 

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 

384 Wendy Hawkins GB12 Careful consideration required in relation to access roads 
and road safety 

Careful 
consideration 
required in 
relation to 
access roads 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and road 
safety 

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. 

384 Wendy Hawkins GB13 Careful consideration required in relation to access roads 
and road safety 

Careful 
consideration 
required in 
relation to 
access roads 
and road 
safety 

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 

384 Wendy Hawkins GB12 Careful consideration required in relation school provision for 
new pupils. There is enough time to consider this  

Careful 
consideration 
required in 
relation school 
provision for 
new pupils.  

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 

384 Wendy Hawkins GB13 Careful consideration required in relation school provision for 
new pupils. There is enough time to consider this  

Careful 
consideration 
required in 
relation school 
provision for 
new pupils.  

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 
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384 Wendy Hawkins GB12 The proposed areas for housing are ideal for more housing. 
Children who have grown up in the village are forced to 
move elsewhere when they are adults because they can not 
afford family housing in Pyrford. Careful planning will allow 
for young families to remain in the area.  
 
Similar objections were made to developments in the village 
years ago including Wexfenne Gardens and Rowley Bristow 
developments but these have not harmed the village 

None stated. The support is noted.  
 
Further information can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

384 Wendy Hawkins GB13 The proposed areas for housing are ideal for more housing. 
Children who have grown up in the village are forced to 
move elsewhere when they are adults because they can not 
afford family housing in Pyrford. Careful planning will allow 
for young families to remain in the area.  
 
Similar objections were made to developments in the village 
years ago including Wexfenne Gardens and Rowley Bristow 
developments but these have not harmed the village 

None stated. The support is noted.  
 
Further information can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

74 Richard Hay HRA 
General 

Affordable housing is essential in the borough and the sites 
chosen represent a careful attempt to find new developments 
while protecting the quality of the areas concerned. 

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

74 Richard Hay HRA 
General 

The document seems thorough but need to ensure flooding 
and other hazards are dealt with in the correct manner. 

None stated. Comments noted. Flooding matters are comprehensive addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5 The Council will ensure that development will not lead to 
risk of flooding of its residence and/or exacerbate flooding elsewhere. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

74 Richard Hay HRA 
General 

Conclusions are justified. None stated. Comment noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

74 Richard Hay HRA 
General 

Support for the document in order to deliver more affordable 
housing. 

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

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB15 Parvis Road will not be able to sustain the increase in traffic 
resulting from both the Broadoaks re-development (including 
school of 900 pupils) and the West Hall development of 592 
homes. The report of West Hall states that 'The increases in 
flow generated from scenario F have not caused these 
specific links RFC values to increase by a considerable 
amount as all such links were already projected to be over 
capacity in the reference case 2026 scenario B. Therefore 
the Green Belt release at West Byfleet is exacerbating 
existing congestion issues on these stated links". In my 
terms, just with the Broadoaks re-development, the level of 
traffic on Parvis Road (expected RFC of 1.61) is to be 
greater than its theoretical capacity, resulting in flow 
breakdown and extensive queuing; your argument is 'why not 
make an impossible situation even worse by additional traffic 
resulting from the West Hall development'. This cannot be 
reasonable. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 
implications on Parvis Road. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB15 Proposed developments in West Byfleet, Ripley, Pyrford and 
the Sheerwater regeneration project will have a combined 
undesirable impact on other minor roads in West Byfleet. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 20. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB15 With the influx of more residents into West Byfleet and the 
neighbourhood, there will be a need for further services, 
such as state schools, GP's etc. How, and on what time- 
scale, area these to be provided? 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. The general approach 
to infrastructure provision to support development is addressed comprehensively in Section 3 
of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB15 Concerned about the loss of Green Belt land from West 
Byfleet, and question why its loss, if necessary, is not more 
evenly spread throughout the Borough. 

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. Because 
of the existing constraint in Woking, the Council has to identify sites in sustainable locations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

188 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

Based on the available evidence, the proposals in the DPD are the most sustainable when 
compared against all other reasonable alternatives. 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB15 There will be a large development at Wisley, I would like to 
know how this has been taken into account by Woking 
Borough Council in its proposals for the developments in 
West Byfleet? 

None stated. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council has been working with Guildford Borough Council to 
make sure that the cross boundary transport and infrastructure implications of their proposals 
are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation put in place in address any unacceptable adverse 
impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB16 Parvis Road will not be able to sustain the increase in traffic 
resulting from both the Broadoaks re-development (including 
school of 900 pupils) and the West Hall development of 592 
homes. The report of West Hall states that 'The increases in 
flow generated from scenario F have not caused these 
specific links RFC values to increase by a considerable 
amount as all such links were already projected to be over 
capacity in the reference case 2026 scenario B. Therefore 
the Green Belt release at West Byfleet is exacerbating 
existing congestion issues on these stated links". In my 
terms, just with the Broadoaks re-development, the level of 
traffic on Parvis Road (expected RFC of 1.61) is to be 
greater than its theoretical capacity, resulting in flow 
breakdown and extensive queuing; your argument is 'why not 
make an impossible situation even worse by additional traffic 
resulting from the West Hall development'. This cannot be 
reasonable. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 
implications on Parvis Road. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future 
development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB16 Proposed developments in West Byfleet, Ripley, Pyrford and 
the Sheerwater regeneration project will have a combined 
undesirable impact on other minor roads in West Byfleet. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB16 With the influx of more residents into West Byfleet and the 
neighbourhood, there will be a need for further services, 
such as state schools, GP's etc. How, and on what time- 
scale, area these to be provided? 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. The general approach 
to infrastructure provision to support development is addressed in detail in Section 3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB16 Concerned about the loss of Green Belt land from West 
Byfleet, and question why its loss, if necessary, is not more 
evenly spread throughout the Borough. 

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 

99 Cecilia J Hayes GB16 There will be a large development at Wisley, I would like to 
know how this has been taken into account by Woking 
Borough Council in its proposals for the developments in 
West Byfleet? 

None stated.  Under the  Duty to Cooperate the Council has been working with neighbouring authorities 
such as Guildford Borough Council to ensure that the cross boundary implications of their 
proposals such as the development of Wisley Airfield are fully assessed and appropriate 
mitigation introduced to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB15 Parvis Road will not be able to sustain the increase in traffic 
resulting from both the Broadoaks re-development (including 
school of 900 pupils) and the West Hall development of 592 
homes. The report of West Hall states that 'The increases in 
flow generated from scenario F have not caused these 
specific links RFC values to increase by a considerable 
amount as all such links were already projected to be over 
capacity in the reference case 2026 scenario B. Therefore 
the Green Belt release at West Byfleet is exacerbating 
existing congestion issues on these stated links". In my 
terms, just with the Broadoaks re-development, the level of 
traffic on Parvis Road (expected RFC of 1.61) is to be 
greater than its theoretical capacity, resulting in flow 
breakdown and extensive queuing; your argument is 'why not 
make an impossible situation even worse by additional traffic 
resulting from the West Hall development'. This cannot be 
reasonable. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 
implications on Parvis Road. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB15 Proposed developments in West Byfleet, Ripley, Pyrford and 
the Sheerwater regeneration project will have a combined 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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undesirable impact on other minor roads in West Byfleet. of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB15 With the influx of more residents into West Byfleet and the 
neighbourhood, there will be a need for further services, 
such as state schools, GP's etc. How, and on what time- 
scale, area these to be provided? 

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 

100 Anthony Hayes GB15 Concerned about the loss of Green Belt land from West 
Byfleet, and question why its loss, if necessary, is not more 
evenly spread throughout the Borough. 

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. Because 
of the existing constraint in Woking, the Council has to identify sites in sustainable locations. 
Based on the available evidence, the proposals in the DPD are the most sustainable when 
compared against all other reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB16 There will be a large development at Wisley, I would like to 
know how this has been taken into account by Woking 
Borough Council in its proposals for the developments in 
West Byfleet? 

None stated. Under the  Duty to Cooperate the Council has been working with neighbouring authorities such 
as Guildford Borough Council to ensure that the cross boundary implications of their proposals 
such as the development of Wisley Airfield are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation 
introduced to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB16 Parvis Road will not be able to sustain the increase in traffic 
resulting from both the Broadoaks re-development (including 
school of 900 pupils) and the West Hall development of 592 
homes. The report of West Hall states that 'The increases in 
flow generated from scenario F have not caused these 
specific links RFC values to increase by a considerable 
amount as all such links were already projected to be over 
capacity in the reference case 2026 scenario B. Therefore 
the Green Belt release at West Byfleet is exacerbating 
existing congestion issues on these stated links". In my 
terms, just with the Broadoaks re-development, the level of 
traffic on Parvis Road (expected RFC of 1.61) is to be 
greater than its theoretical capacity, resulting in flow 
breakdown and extensive queuing; your argument is 'why not 
make an impossible situation even worse by additional traffic 
resulting from the West Hall development'. This cannot be 
reasonable. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals are comprehensively addressed in 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council will work with the 
County Council to ensure that appropriate mitigation is put in place to address the traffic 
implications on Parvis Road. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future 
development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB16 Proposed developments in West Byfleet, Ripley, Pyrford and 
the Sheerwater regeneration project will have a combined 
undesirable impact on other minor roads in West Byfleet. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB16 With the influx of more residents into West Byfleet and the 
neighbourhood, there will be a need for further services, 
such as state schools, GP's etc. How, and on what time- 
scale, area these to be provided? 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area. The general approach 
to infrastructure provision to support development is addressed in detail in Section 3 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

100 Anthony Hayes GB16 Concerned about the loss of Green Belt land from West 
Byfleet, and question why its loss, if necessary, is not more 
evenly spread throughout the Borough. 

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 

100 Anthony Hayes GB15 There will be a large development at Wisley, I would like to 
know how this has been taken into account by Woking 
Borough Council in its proposals for the developments in 
West Byfleet? 

None stated.  Under the  Duty to Cooperate the Council has been working with neighbouring authorities 
such as Guildford Borough Council to ensure that the cross boundary implications of their 
proposals such development at Wisley Airfield Field are fully assessed and appropriate 
mitigation introduced to address any adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

363 Susan Haynes GB16 The proposals are disproportional to the character of the 
local area. Local infrastructure including roads, utilities will 
not be able to cope.  

Consider 
limited 
development 
(a quarter of 
what is being 
proposed 
max). 
Particular 
consideration 

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 
 
Please also see Section 1.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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given to traffic 
flow in the 
area 

363 Susan Haynes General GB land is protected for the purpose of protecting the 
environment, it should not be built on when there are 
brownfield sites  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

363 Susan Haynes GB15 Proposals are unsustainable. The existing infrastructure can 
not cope. Roads are impassable (made worse by commuter 
and school traffic). Existing businesses will be negatively 
impacted by proposals. 

Consider 
removing the 
school to a 
more 
sustainable 
location and 
reduce 
proposals to 
25% of what is 
being 
proposed to 
allow better 
integration to 
the existing 
community. 

Whilst, this representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

363 Susan Haynes GB23 Understand the need to enlarge the school, however not 
satisfied that traffic issues have been properly addressed at 
the beginning 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 The commercial units in Sheerwater have never had the 
investment put into them compared with other war in the 
borough.  
Further investigation is needed to identify the reasons behind 
the empty commercial units in Sheerwater and whether the 
redevelopment of these areas is more of a reasonable 
approach than compulsory purchasing people's homes. 

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. 
 
As set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 1.0), there is a significant 
unmet housing need within the borough that needs to be addressed. Overall, about 13 years 
supply of land could be identified in the urban area to meet housing need. This includes UA32.  
Future growth to meet housing need between 2022 and 2027 will need to be identified within 
the Green Belt.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 It is appreciated that some areas of Sheerwater would 
benefit from improvements and would support 
improvements. However objects to the large scale 
destruction being proposed.  
Sheerwater has an existing community, which will be 
obliterated by the proposal. 

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. 
 
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. The available evidence suggest that the sites proposed for allocation are in 
sustainable locations  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 Statistics shows the demographic of the area to consist of 
pockets of deprived areas. The majority of Sheerwater 
residents do not consider themselves as being deprived and 
object to being told this. 
Statistics can be interpreted to read different things, 
depending on where you set the criteria. 

None stated. The commentary is based on national statistics known as 'Indices of Multiple deprivation'. Data 
is collected by central government and provides a overall picture . The Council notes that these 
statistics are a measure of relative deprivation and not necessarily a measure of affluence, it is 
accepted  that not every person in a highly deprived area will themselves be deprived. 
Likewise, there will be some deprived people living in the least deprived areas. Nevertheless, 
the wording of commentary could be improved to make this clear. 
 
Although the Council accepts that the index is not an absolute measure of deprivation, it does 
provide an overall, quantifiable picture of the area, therefore it is considered that the SA 
scoring is reasonable and consistent.  
 
Please also note that the commentary states that it is considered that  the overall positive 
benefits that a likely to result from the redevelopment of the area, will 'outweigh the neutral 
scoring in terms of some of the other elements of this objective, such as crime reduction.' i.e. It 
is not expected that development will have any impact on crime in the area, the weighting is 
neutral 

Modify the text referring 
to deprivation in 
Sheerwater 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 The area is within Flood Zone 2. Does not understand how 
development can proceed against the advice of the 
Environment Agency. The proposed regeneration would 
exacerbate flooding problems.  
 

None stated. Whilst flooding has been has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper 
Section 5.0. The Site Allocation DPD is supported by a Sequential Test which demonstrates 
that the majority of the site is located within Flood Zone 1, the small percentage located in 
Flood Zone 2. The proposed developments on the sites are not considered to be 'highly 
vulnerable uses'. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The quantity of parking spaces to be allocated per household 
is not realistic and won't be sufficient, this will lead to 
residents paving over front gardens and therefore 
exacerbate further flooding problems. 

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. 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 Sheerwater currently has a large high quality green space 
which is used for a diverse range of uses will be lost as a 
result of the proposal. This large, multifunctional space will 
be replaced with small pockets of green space which will be 
prove useless and harder to maintain.  
 
The use of school playing fields are not sufficient as it would 
be out of bounds during school periods.  
 
Sheerwater has a sufficient facilities, the new facilities are 
only needed because of the proposed increase in population. 

None stated. Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns, the site is identified to be within a Priority 
Place in the Core Strategy CS5. This identifies the area to benefit from and undergo significant 
regeneration to contribute to future development needs, in particular housing. The area has 
been identified to provide a net addition of 250 houses.  
 
The key requirements require compliance with core strategy CS17, which require the 
enhancement of public open space and that any loss of open space should be justified. It also 
requires the retention or relocation of the Athletics Track. A comprehensive masterplan should 
ensure that proposals integrate well with the surrounding area, including improved connectivity 
between open spaces and footpaths and cycle networks. 
 
The exact nature of these measures and any other detailed matters  will be addressed at the 
planning application stage. 
 
It is also important to differentiate between the Council as a planning authority and the Council 
as landowner. These are separate Sections of the Council. The Site Allocation DPD is a 
planning policy document. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 The existing houses are a good quality houses. The 
proposals will require residents to be rehoused, this is going 
to have a negative impact on health and wellbeing.  
 
Improvements have already been made to Basingstoke 
Canal to improve walking and cycling opportunities, no 
further improvements are necessary.  

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 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 The regeneration area already contains 2+ bedroom houses 
and sheltered accommodation. It is illogical to demolish and 
redevelop the site to a similar scheme 

None stated. As set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 1.0), there is a significant 
unmet housing need within the borough that needs to be addressed. Overall, about 13 years 
supply of land could be identified in the urban area to meet housing need. This includes UA32.  
Future growth to meet housing need between 2022 and 2027 will need to be identified within 
the Green Belt.  
 
Whilst the Council sympathises with the concerns raised, 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 

1276 Mick, 
Tracey 

Hayward UA32 The proposal will lead to an increase number of cars and 
would exacerbate traffic problems. The walking and cycle 
paths, bus service have been recently upgraded and 
improved. Argues that there is no need for improvement. 
 
Recreation, health, community and retail facilities are already 
present in Sheerwater, any additional facilities would 
increase traffic.  
 
Regardless of improvements to walking, cycling and public 
transport infrastructure, there will be an increase of cars on 
the road- this will increase noise and emissions.  
 
The addition of a new Leisure Centre and school expansion 
will also result in an increase of traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 require a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage to determine site specific transport 
mitigation measures, taking into account developments in the vicinity and potential need for 
highway improvements.  
 
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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1585 Edward Heasman General Support releasing the site from the Green Belt for residential 
development. It could yield 38 units based on 30 dph. It 
would provide 50% affordable houses inline with Policy CS12 
and would provide a mix of dwellings. The site is boarded by 
residential development on three sides and screened by 
mature trees that would remain. It is no longer viable for 
agricultural uses. It is in a sustainable location with good 
access to local services and facilities. It therefore meets the 
relevant criteria for development. There would be no loss of 
amenity as it is not publically accessible. It will enhance the 
borough boundary between Woking and Surrey Heath. 

It is our belief 
that the 
boundaries 
shown edged 
red on the 
attached o/s 
extract are 
correct and 
there would 
appear to be 
no 
discrepancies 
on the 
proposed site 
allocation 
development 
plan.  
 
The site 
should be 
released from 
the Green Belt 
for the 
development 
of 38 houses, 
50% 
affordable. 

The Council notes the suggested site for residential purposes.  
 
Whilst is can be argued that the site is in a sustainable location, close to existing services and 
facilities, both the Green Belt boundary review and the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) noted that 
this part of the Green Belt is critical to Green Belt purposes. The SA notes that the site 
contributes to the containment of the well-defined urban area, contributes to the separation 
between neighbouring urban areas, in this case Knaphill and Bisley, and assists in 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment beyond the well-defined urban edge. The SA 
also notes that the landscape is very sensitive to change. For the above reasons, the site is not 
considered to be suitable for future development needs.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 There is very little public transport, people travelling during 
rush hour to West Byfleet Station will make moving around 
impossible. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 There is very little public transport, people travelling during 
rush hour to West Byfleet Station will make moving around 
impossible. 

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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 I object to proposed inclusion of this land in future plans for 
development and release of said land from the Green Belt. 
Understand the requirement forced on the Borough to 
provide more housing however I do not approve of releasing 
land to satisfy this when the impact will fundamentally affect 
the area and local people. 

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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 I object to proposed inclusion of this land in future plans for 
development and release of said land from the Green Belt. 
Understand the requirement forced on the Borough to 
provide more housing however I do not approve of releasing 
land to satisfy this when the impact will fundamentally affect 
the area and local people. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of the proposals is addressed in 
detain in Section 20 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 I live in Lovelace Drive. The area has not changed a great 
deal over the years; some smaller and larger developments 
have taken place but always whilst preserving the area's 
charm and feel. Your decision to consider these fields will 
ruin all that effort and change the character of Pyrford 
forever.  

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

193 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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. 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 I live in Lovelace Drive. The area has not changed a great 
deal over the years; some smaller and larger developments 
have taken place but always whilst preserving the area's 
charm and feel. Your decision to consider these fields will 
ruin all that effort and change the character of Pyrford 
forever.  

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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 The proportion of houses proposed, compared to the existing 
number in Pyrford, is too high and inappropriate.  

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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 The proportion of houses proposed, compared to the existing 
number in Pyrford, is too high and inappropriate.  

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 

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

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12  
Urge you to reconsider your proposals and preserve the 
Green Belt and integrity of our area. I understand people will 
always say not on my doorstep, however there are more 
suitable areas. I support the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum's 
objections. My main concerns are that development will ruin 
beautiful views across to the North Downs, 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of the proposals is addressed in 
detain in Section 20 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried 
out an assessment of brownfield land to meet the development needs of the area. There is not 
sufficient brownfield land to meet development needs over the entire plan period. This issues is 
covered in detain in Section 11 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13  
Urge you to reconsider your proposals and preserve the 
Green Belt and integrity of our area. I understand people will 
always say not on my doorstep, however there are more 
suitable areas. I support the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum's 
objections. My main concerns are that development will ruin 
beautiful views across to the North Downs, 

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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 The Green Belt Review considered the land Very Low in 
suitability for development. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review supported the allocation of site GB12. The collective evidence 
of the Council including the Sustainability Appraisal support the allocation of site GB13.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 The Green Belt Review considered the land Very Low in 
suitability for development. 

None stated. The proposals are the most sustainable when compared against all other reasonable 
alternatives. This is set out in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 Identifying free land isn’t sufficient reason to consider 
building on it. There are many considerations before that 
decision is made. During the Core Strategy the land was 
labelled as unsuitable for development. IT only came into the 
mix when offered up by the landowner, a profit making 
organisation. Landowner has recently been cutting down 
trees and blocking a long established path from the Common 
through to the top of Engliff Lane, resulting in tree 
preservation orders. All to prevent anyone claiming a ‘right of 
way’. The woodland area is included in the land proposed for 
development; this is deeply insulting as the trees were 
preserved by the Council only recently and now you are 
saying it’s okay to build on. 

None stated. Land ownership has not influenced the selection of sites. this matter has been 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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 Identifying free land isn’t sufficient reason to consider 
building on it. There are many considerations before that 
decision is made. During the Core Strategy the land was 
labelled as unsuitable for development. IT only came into the 
mix when offered up by the landowner, a profit making 
organisation. Landowner has recently been cutting down 

None stated. Land ownership has not influenced the selection of sites. this matter is addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 13. The justification for the release of 
Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed in Sections 
1, 2 and 4 of the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The Council will ensure that the 
proposals does not significantly 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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trees and blocking a long established path from the Common 
through to the top of Engliff Lane, resulting in tree 
preservation orders. All to prevent anyone claiming a ‘right of 
way’. The woodland area is included in the land proposed for 
development; this is deeply insulting as the trees were 
preserved by the Council only recently and now you are 
saying it’s okay to build on. 

have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the general character of 
the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out in Section 8 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. In particular, the Council has assessed the 
sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the landscape 
character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is addressed in 
detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been assessed 
against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not undermine the 
overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of the Council’s 
Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the character and the 
heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected. 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 The existing feel that Pyrford enjoys would be lost forever.  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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 The existing feel that Pyrford enjoys would be lost forever.  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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 The huge pressure this would place on local amenities, in 
particular the over subscribed school. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 The huge pressure this would place on local amenities, in 
particular the over subscribed school. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is 
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 Already over crowded congested roads, this would only add 
to the problem.  

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. 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 Already over crowded congested roads, this would only add 
to the problem.  

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 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 Trees adjacent to the back of Lovelace Drive are all 
preserved, how can you consider building on the land. 

None stated. The Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management Policies DPD contains 
policies to protect any trees of amenity value. This is also highlighted in the key requirements 
of the proposals. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 Trees adjacent to the back of Lovelace Drive are all 
preserved, how can you consider building on the land. 

None stated. The Council has robust policies to make sure that trees of amenity value or protected are not 
affected as a result of development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 Other more suitable sites which should be used. 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. The Council has assessed the capacity of brownfield land 
to meet the identified needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to meet the 
need over the entire plan period. This particular matter is addressed in detail in Section 11 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Green Belt land will still be needed to meet need 
from 2022. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 Other more suitable sites which should be used. 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. The Council has assessed the capacity of brownfield land 
to meet the identified needs of the area. There is not sufficient brownfield land to meet the 
need over the entire plan period. This particular matter is addressed in detail in Section 11 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Green Belt land will still be needed to meet need 
from 2022. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 Water pressure is horrendous, how will our area cope with 
even greater demand.  

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 of development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 Water pressure is horrendous, how will our area cope with 
even greater demand.  

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 
minimise water consumption as a result of development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 Taking into account massive developments in neighbouring 
Guildford Borough, in Send and Wisley, this proposal will 
further blight the area and create traffic chaos. 

None stated. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council has been working with its neighbouring authorities to 
make sure that the development impacts of their proposals with cross boundary implications 
are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation put in place to address any potential adverse 
impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 Taking into account massive developments in neighbouring 
Guildford Borough, in Send and Wisley, this proposal will 
further blight the area and create traffic chaos. 

None stated. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council has been working with its neighbouring authorities to 
make sure that the development impacts of their proposals with cross boundary implications 
are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation put in place to address any potential adverse 
impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB12 You have ignored your own appraisals that stated this land is 
inappropriate; nothing has changed to reverse that original 
decision. 

None stated. This particular issues is addressed comprehensively addressed in Section 17 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has used a range of evidence to inform the DPD. 
They collectively justify the allocation of the proposed sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1070 Andrew 
Lynn 

Heaton GB13 You have ignored your own appraisals that stated this land is 
inappropriate; nothing has changed to reverse that original 
decision. 

None stated. This particular issues is addressed comprehensively addressed in Section 17 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has used a range of evidence to inform the DPD. 
They collectively justify the allocation of the proposed sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB12 The village infrastructure is at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 
Pyrford nursery is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. Through good design the proposed allocations are not expected to reduce land/or property 
values in the wider area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB13 The village infrastructure is at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 
Pyrford nursery is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. Through good design the proposed allocations are not expected to reduce land/or property 
values in the wider area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB12 Additional development will impact the character and natural 
environment of the village. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 23.0. 
 
The key requirements for the site state that the development must improve pedestrian and 
cycling connectivity through the site. Any existing footpaths will also be retained. At the 
Development Management stage, ecological and tree surveys will be carried out to make sure 
important landscape and biodiversity features are retained as part of any development 
proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB13 Additional development will impact the character and natural 
environment of the village. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 23.0. 
 
The key requirements for the site state that the development must improve pedestrian and 
cycling connectivity through the site. Any existing footpaths will also be retained. At the 
Development Management stage, ecological and tree surveys will be carried out to make sure 
important landscape and biodiversity features are retained as part of any development 
proposal. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB12 Will affect water and sewerage systems. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB13 Will affect water and sewerage systems. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.9 and 3.10. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB12 The views of Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum have not been 
taken into account.  
Departs from advice from the Council’s independent 
advisors. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB13 The views of Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum have not been 
taken into account.  
Departs from advice from the Council’s independent 
advisors. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB12 The road network 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, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB13 The road network 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, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

883 Barbara Hedges GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
Will negatively affect the village feel of Pyrford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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883 Barbara Hedges GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. 
Will negatively affect the village feel of Pyrford. 

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 

483 Ann Hembury GB12 Objects to the proposal. It would be devastating to lose the 
Green Belt land which gives Pyrford its rural charm. 

None stated. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. The proposed allocations in Pyrford are 
not intended to turn Pyrford into a town. It is envisaged that planning to meet local housing 
need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt that the 
development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is expected that 
development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as outlined in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure 
pressures in the area as a result of the development. Development will also be built to high 
environmental and design standards in accordance with the environmental and climate change 
requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the social, 
environmental and economic character of the area will not be significantly undermined. In 
addition, 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

483 Ann Hembury GB13 Objects to the proposal. It would be devastating to lose the 
Green Belt land which gives Pyrford its rural charm. 

None stated. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. The proposed allocations in Pyrford are 
not intended to turn Pyrford into a town. It is envisaged that planning to meet local housing 
need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt that the 
development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is expected that 
development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as outlined in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, environmental and infrastructure 
pressures in the area as a result of the development. Development will also be built to high 
environmental and design standards in accordance with the environmental and climate change 
requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the social, 
environmental and economic character of the area will not be significantly undermined. In 
addition, 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

483 Ann Hembury GB12 Concerned about a fall in house prices. None stated. There is no evidence to suggest that development of the site will result in a negative impact on 
local property values. The Council has a number of planning policies which will ensure that 
development makes a positive contribution to the local area. This includes CS21 of the Core 
Strategy as well as best practice guidance set out in the Design SPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

483 Ann Hembury GB13 Concerned about a fall in house prices. None stated. There is no evidence to suggest that development of the site will result in a negative impact on 
local property values. The Council has a number of planning policies which will ensure that 
development makes a positive contribution to the local area. This includes CS21 of the Core 
Strategy as well as best practice guidance set out in the Design SPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 
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275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 

275 David Hemming 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 
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1610 Catherine Henderson GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB7 Object to proposals. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB8 Strongly object to development proposals. 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. 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 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB9 Strongly object to development proposals. 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. 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 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB10 Strongly object to development proposals. 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. 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 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB11 Strongly object to development proposals. 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. 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 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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1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.   

of this representation 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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. 

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

1610 Catherine Henderson GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

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

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 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. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
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.  
 
COMMENT ON LACK OF TRANSPARENCY 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 
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1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

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. 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.  

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 

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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 

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. 

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

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 

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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 
Speeding is an issue on many of the local roads. 

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 
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1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 
Speeding is an issue on many of the local roads. 

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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 
Speeding is an issue on many of the local roads. 

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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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. 
Speeding is an issue on many of the local roads. 

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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB8 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 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB9 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 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB10 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 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 

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

1610 Catherine Henderson GB11 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 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB8 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB9 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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 

1610 Catherine Henderson GB10 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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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1610 Catherine Henderson GB11 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

1610 Catherine Henderson 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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1610 Catherine Henderson 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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB4 There is insufficient education provision in Byfleet and little 
capacity for expansion of the existing facilities.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

313 Amanda Hensby GB5 There is insufficient education provision in Byfleet and little 
capacity for expansion of the existing facilities.  

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB4 Byfleet is classed as a village, but it is feeling less and less 
like one. 

None stated. The special character of Byfleet is recognised. Concerns regarding the potential impact on the 
local character have 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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB5 Byfleet is classed as a village, but it is feeling less and less 
like one. 

None stated. The special character of Byfleet is recognised. Concerns regarding the potential impact on the 
local character have 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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB4 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet. 
The village is overcrowded, where the highway network is 
insufficient. The roads are narrow and there are problems 
with on street parking. 
The location between the M25 and A3 mean the roads are 
often gridlocked- which indicates that they can not support 
more traffic.  
Requests that the infrastructure be improved before further 
development is acceptable. 

None stated. The representation regarding housing need, 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 1.0, 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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB5 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet. 
The village is overcrowded, where the highway network is 
insufficient. The roads are narrow and there are problems 
with on street parking. 
The location between the M25 and A3 mean the roads are 
often gridlocked- which indicates that they can not support 
more traffic.  
Requests that the infrastructure be improved before further 
development is acceptable. 

None stated. The representation regarding housing need, 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 1.0, 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 

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. 

313 Amanda Hensby General Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB4 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB5 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB12 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB13 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB15 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB16 Object to development in the GB in Byfleet, West Byfleet and 
Pyrford.  
Consider other brownfield land, development in the GB 
doesn't benefit anyone. 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB4 Byfleet does not have health care facilities, residents have to 
travel for these facilities 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  
 
The 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 

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. 

313 Amanda Hensby GB5 Byfleet does not have health care facilities, residents have to 
travel for these facilities 

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 

313 Amanda Hensby GB15 Development proposals for West Byfleet should be 
considered carefully. Development must not lead directly 
onto Parvis Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

313 Amanda Hensby GB16 Development proposals for West Byfleet should be 
considered carefully. Development must not lead directly 
onto Parvis Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 

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. 

313 Amanda Hensby GB4 Flooding is an issue in Byfleet. There are historic accounts of 
flooding in 2013/2014 and also roads become flooded in 
extreme rain conditions.  
Further development will exacerbate the situation 

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. 
 
Also,  the Council is aware of the flood incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the 
Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

313 Amanda Hensby GB5 Flooding is an issue in Byfleet. There are historic accounts of 
flooding in 2013/2014 and also roads become flooded in 
extreme rain conditions.  
Further development will exacerbate the situation 

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. 
 
Also,  the Council is aware of the flood incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the 
Environment Agency are working with relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation 
Schemes along the River Wey (including around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local 
communities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

882 Steve Henshall GB12 Green character of the area should be maintained. 
The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Safety concern of increased traffic outside schools and 
vehicles turning across traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 

882 Steve Henshall GB13 Green character of the area should be maintained. 
The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 
Safety concern of increased traffic outside schools and 
vehicles turning across traffic. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

216 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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. 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General NPPF explains that LPAs should plan to meet the full 
objectively assessed needs for both market and affordable 
housing. AH completions in Woking are significantly below 
target as shown in the AMR. The DPD is unsound as it does 
not provide adequate housing land to achieve the housing 
target set out in the Core Strategy. This will result in the 
under-delivery of affordable housing as required by national 
and local policy.  

None stated. As clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable housing, the SHMA indicates that 
there is a need for an additional 499 new affordable homes in the Borough every year. Based 
on the evidence presented at the Core Strategy Examination, the Inspector agreed with the 
Council that it was not possible to fully meet this need based on the constraints of the Borough. 
Therefore CS12 sets an overall target for affordable housing at 1,737 new affordable homes 
over the Plan period. Although the Annual Monitoring Report highlights that in 2013/2014 the 
delivery of affordable housing was low, the Council is confident that the Plan target of 1,737 will 
be achieved. The completion of large scale developments currently under construction, 
including Moor Lane, will deliver a significant number of affordable dwellings. In addition, the 
Council's affordable housing policy requires green field developments to provide 50% of the 
dwellings to be affordable housing. The Council are proposing allocate sites within the Green 
Belt for future development needs post 2022, of which the sites will be required to fully comply 
with this policy. The combination of redevelopment schemes in the existing urban areas 
combined with future Green Belt development will ensure that the affordable housing 
requirements and objectives of the Core Strategy are met in full. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General The DPD is unsound as it does meet the tests of soundness 
and it has not been prepared positively to deliver the 
objectively assessed housing need of the Borough, as 
required by national policy.  
Woking has experienced an undersupply of housing 
throughout the Plan period, despite the 292 target being 
short of the full housing need.  
The DPD is not based on effective joint working on strategic 
priorities and insufficient evidence to demonstrate that the 
DPD has been positively prepared. It therefore does not 
comply with the duty to cooperate and tests of soundness 
and is therefore unsound.  

None stated. The Council does not accept that the draft Site Allocations DPD is unsound. Under the Duty to 
Cooperate, the Council has engaged with relevant neighbouring authorities, statutory 
consultees and key stakeholders before and during the Regulation 18 consultation period. A 
Duty to Cooperate Statement and Consultation Statement will be published in due course as 
part of the submission documents to the Secretary of State to demonstrate in detail how the 
Council has engaged with key stakeholders in the preparation of the DPD. The Council will 
also set out how the DPD meets the test of soundness as defined by the NPPF.  
 
The Site Allocations DPD identifies a number of strategic sites across the Borough to meet the 
housing, commercial and retail needs of the Borough, as set out in the Core Strategy. The 
DPD also sets out sites for open space and SANGs. Overall, the DPD identifies a broad range 
of sites to facilitate the delivery of a wide range of housing types that in combination, will 
comprehensively deliver the objectives and targets of the Core Strategy. The approach taken 
by the Council will also ensure that development will be supported by adequate infrastructure 
requirements and will achieve sustainable development. 
 
It should be noted that the Site Allocations DPD does not set or review the housing targets of 
the Borough. The DPD has been prepared to deliver the aims and objectives of Core Strategy 
in full. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General The DPD fails to adequately provide for both the needs 
within the Borough and the serious unmet housing need of 
nearby constrained HMAs and also the unmet need of 
London. For London in particular, there is a requirement that 
the wider region should assist in addressing that need and 
there is no evidence of meeting this need in the DPD.  
Research conducted by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners for 
the consultation on the Further Alterations to the London 
Plan in April 2014, indicated that Woking could be expected 
to provide up to 3,248 dwellings, which has not been 
accounted for within this document. 
Surrey Heath and Guildford are unable to demonstrate the 
necessary 5 year supply of housing land - the Draft DPD 
does not go far enough to enable WBC to contribute towards 
delivering part of the local and regional unmet housing need. 
This will likely have a negative impact on economic growth 
and the supply of housing to meet labour market demand.  

None stated. This representation regarding the Duty to Cooperate and housing need has been addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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687 Anthony Heslehurst General The DPD includes several large brownfield sites for 
employment use. This is informed by the ELR. The ELR 
shows that a steady decline of take up of employment space 
in the borough, and combined with high vacancy rates and 
expired permissions, the DPD has not been prepared in the 
spirit of the NPPF and therefore unsound as not all potential 
housing sites have been considered.  

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD takes into account the objectives and policies of the Core 
Strategy. This includes both housing delivery requirements as well as the economic strategy of 
the Borough. Woking Town Centre, as stated in Core Strategy Policy CS1, will be the primary 
focus of sustainable growth to maintain its status as an economic hub with a flourishing, 
diverse and innovative economy. This is also reflected in the other centres of the Borough, in 
particular West Byfleet District Centre where mixed use development will help in improving the 
profile of the centre as a business location.  
 
The draft Site Allocations DPD has been prepared to facilitate the comprehensive delivery of 
the Core Strategy. The sites are identified for a wide range of uses, including office, retail and 
warehousing floor space as well as residential developments including private, affordable and 
specialist accommodation. Some of the sites will require the comprehensive redevelopment of 
outdated office floor space to enable the delivery of high density mixed use developments 
whilst others allocate sites exclusively for office accommodation where there is a realistic 
opportunity of them coming forward for development over the Plan period. 
 
Overall the Council considers the draft Site Allocation DPD to facilitate the comprehensive 
delivery of the Core Strategy and to be consistent with the NPPF. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General WBC have failed to deliver enough housing to satisfy the 
annual target of 292 over the Plan period so far. There is 
currently an undersupply of 204 dwellings and the Council's 
claim that housing completions in the previous Plan Period 
should be included in the figures should be rejected. The 
Core Strategy clearly took into account environmental and 
other constraints when calculating the average housing 
target and it is imperative that the SA DPD provides sufficient 
sites to meet the Borough's housing need.  

None stated. Core Strategy Policy CS10: Housing provision and distribution states that the Council will make 
provision for at least 4,964 net additional dwellings in the Borough over the Plan period. This is 
based on an annual average of 292 dwellings per annum. The Council notes the 
representation regarding the delivery of housing over the Plan period so far. As highlighted 
within the Annual Monitoring Report and the Five Year Housing Land Supply, the delivery of 
housing has fluctuated recently as large schemes have commenced and others completed. 
Nevertheless the Council is confident that housing delivery will meet the annual average of 292 
dwellings as large schemes such as Brookwood Farm and Moor Lane near completion. In 
addition, the Council have approved a significant number of dwellings that are yet to 
commence. 
 
The Council's methodology for calculating the Five Year Housing Land Supply is clearly set out 
in the document and is available on the Council's website. The Council consider this to be 
consistent with national requirements. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General The NPPF affirms the importance of the plan-led system and 
the need for Local Plans to deliver the full, objectively 
assessed housing needs of their areas. The Woking Core 
Strategy, Adopted in October 2012, sets an annual housing 
requirement of 292 dwellings per annum (dpa), which is a 
total of 4,964 over the plan period 2010-2027. Although this 
number was below the objectively assessed housing need 
for the Borough, it was deemed acceptable due to the high 
level of development constraint within the administrative 
area. These include, but are not limited to, large parts of the 
Borough falling within the Green Belt and Thames Basin 
Special Protected Area (SPA). 

None stated. The Council is fully aware of the Government's commitment to housing delivery. This is 
reflected in the Core Strategy which is in general conformity with the NPPF. This was agreed 
by the Inspector at the Core Strategy Examination and is also set out in Core Strategy Policy 
CS25.  
 
The Council's housing requirements are clearly set out in the SHMA as well as the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
To clarify, the Council is able to demonstrate a Five Year Housing Land Supply and is available 
on the Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General The council should avoid the protection of employment sites 
where there is no reasonable prospect of it coming forward.  
The Council should go further in justifying the inclusion of 
sites that are currently home to operational businesses and 
show no signs of availability. Where their availability cannot 
be clearly demonstrated, they should not be included in the 
Site Allocations DPD. 
To achieve the delivery of housing needs, the Council should 
revisit the Green Belt Review to identify sustainable, 
available, developable sites to enable it to meet both its own, 
neighbouring and London housing requirements. This review 
is required to support the housing site allocations. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD takes into account the objectives and policies of the Core 
Strategy. This includes both housing delivery requirements as well as the economic strategy of 
the Borough. Woking Town Centre, as stated in Core Strategy Policy CS1, will be the primary 
focus of sustainable growth to maintain its status as an economic hub with a flourishing, 
diverse and innovative economy. This is also reflected in the other centres of the Borough, in 
particular West Byfleet District Centre where mixed use development will help in improving the 
profile of the centre as a business location.  
 
The draft Site Allocations DPD has been prepared to facilitate the comprehensive delivery of 
the Core Strategy. The sites are identified for a wide range of uses, including office, retail and 
warehousing floor space as well as residential developments including private, affordable and 
specialist accommodation. Some of the sites will require the comprehensive redevelopment of 
outdated office floor space to enable the delivery of high density mixed use developments 
whilst others allocate sites exclusively for office accommodation where there is a realistic 
opportunity of them coming forward for development over the Plan period. 
 
Overall the Council considers the draft Site Allocation DPD to facilitate the comprehensive 
delivery of the Core Strategy and to be consistent with the NPPF. 
 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

218 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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 various 
landowners that the sites are available for development over the Plan period.  
 
The representation regarding releasing more Green Belt land than set out in the Core Strategy 
and draft Site Allocations DPD has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 2.0. 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General The NPPF requires allocated sites to be available for 
development. A number of the draft allocated sites are 
operational sites and that the sites availability is subject to 
these companies relocating. This is not consistent with Para. 
47 of the NPPF and urge the Council to demonstrate the 
reasons for such sites being included in the Draft DPD.  

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 various 
landowners that the sites are available for development over the Plan period.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

687 Anthony Heslehurst General Thakeham Homes Ltd are submitting representations to the 
Woking Draft Site Allocations Development Plan Document 
(DPD) as local stakeholders. We wish to make 
representations on the basis that the proposed housing 
allocations are not sufficient in quantum and scale, are 
therefore not compatible with the Adopted Core Strategy, 
and have not been drafted in the spirit of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) to deliver sufficient 
planned housing. We consider that further modifications are 
required to this document for it to meet the tests of 
soundness. 

None stated. The draft Site Allocations DPD has been prepared to follow the letter and spirit of the NPPF. 
The document makes provision for over 4,000 dwellings based on a range of robust evidence 
including the Green Belt boundary review, Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the SHLAA. The 
full list of evidence based documents used to inform the DPD are set out in Appendix 1 of the 
Site Allocations DPD.  
 
Overall, the Site Allocations DPD presents a wide range of sites across the Borough that will 
deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy in full. The sites are expected to provide a range of 
housing types and mix in line with Core Strategy Policies CS10, CS11, CS12 and CS13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Development will have a negative impact on Wey Navigation 
which is an important wildlife corridor. 

None stated. The Council fully agrees that it is important to take environmental responsibilities seriously. 
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 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 The Green Belt acts as a natural buffer between Byfleet and 
West Byfleet. It also reduces the noise of the M25.  
 
The land also floods and will need to be considered. 

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 proposed allocation sets out in the key requirements that the site must contain biodiversity 
improvements, with built in wildlife features and corridors, have regard to biodiversity 
opportunities, create a strong landscape edge and minimise the impact of development on the 
character and landscape and setting of heritage assets. 
 
The representation regarding flooding 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 
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659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Fails to see how the proposed use of the site will contribute 
to achieving the aims of national Green Belt policy 

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 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 If this plan was to go ahead we could have no Green Belt 
area within our village. 

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. 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). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Fails to see how the preservation of character and landscape 
character is being achieved through developing the site 

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 representation regarding landscape character and assessments 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Main concern is about the impact on the volume of traffic on 
Parvis Road. The existing traffic is already at a standstill, 
partly due to the development of Brooklands. Congestion will 
have a negative impact on emergency services. The WBC 
Transport Evaluation 2010 does not take into account 
development in this part of the borough and therefore is not 
relevant to the assessment of the release of Green Belt land 
around West Hall.  

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 the 2010 Transport Assessment has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Development will have a negative impact on existing and 
planning infrastructure, including school places, health care 
provision and water supply 

None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure provision has been comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8 to 
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 
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659 Ruth Heywood GB16 Broadoaks could be developed with sensitivity and could be 
a major asset to West Byfleet. It could meet some of the 
community and housing needs.  
 
However there are negative impacts development would 
have on infrastructure and congestion. 
 
What actions will be taken to ensure responsible future 
development of a sustainable joined up plan for West Byfleet 
and Woking. 

None stated.  The proposed site allocation contains a number of locally and statutory listed assets and 
redevelopment of the site would need to retain and enhance the setting of these  assets. 
Possible sensitive restoration works would also need to be considered for any development 
scheme, as set out in the key requirements for the allocation. The site could also deliver 
residential development alongside an employment scheme and this is already set out in the 
draft DPD. 
 
This representation regarding infrastructure provision has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraphs 3.6, 3.8, 3.9 and 
3.10. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  
 
The Core Strategy sets out the strategic objectives for the Borough up to 2027. It includes all 
areas of the Borough, including West Byfleet and sets a clear vision of what the Borough will 
look like by 2027 whilst providing a clear sense of direction for how the vision will be achieved. 
This is set out specifically in CS1. Based on the policies of the Local Development Plan and 
other Development Plan Documents as well as the available evidence base that underpins 
them, the Council is confident that the proposed Site Allocations DPD identifies the most 
suitable and sustainable sites for current and future development needs. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 There is very little natural green space in West Byfleet. The 
Wey Navigation has historic importance and enjoyed for 
recreational uses. 

None stated. The Council notes the comment regarding the lack of open space in West Byfleet whilst 
agreeing that the Wey Navigation is an important wildlife and landscape corridor in the 
Borough. The Council also recognises that it is well used for recreational activities. The key 
requirements for the site note that additional green infrastructure could also be provided on 
land to the east which is within the same land ownership as GB15. This would act as a buffer 
to the Wey Navigation corridor with its distinctive character and wildlife corridor function. The 
proposed allocation also states that 4.7ha of public open space will be required to be provided 
as part of any development scheme. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Concerned about the proposed development around West 
Hall. Opposes to developing Green Belt land for residential 
and commercial uses. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. To clarify, the proposed allocation of the site is for residential 
uses only and no commercial activity is proposed.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 The principles of sustainable development are not being met 
by the proposed development, as listed. 

None stated. The purpose of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) is to assess each site against sustainability 
criteria. The Council has assessed this site against the criteria and consider it to be the most 
sustainable when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The SA considered both 
urban area and Green Belt sites, in total 125 alternative sites were considered in the Green 
Belt alone. Please refer to the SA which is on the Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 The Wey Navigation and Doo Lane track are used for 
recreational purposes and should be protected. 

None stated. The proposed allocation of GB15 (Land surrounding West Hall) does not alter the existing 
Dodd's Lane track. As noted under the key requirements for the site, development design 
should additionally have regard to the existing footpath network. The pedestrian access from 
Dodd's Lane to the Wey Navigation should therefore be unaffected by the proposal and will 
continue to serve as a public right of way. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

659 Ruth Heywood GB15 Woking has extensive areas of Flood Zone 3. With the site 
being in close proximity to the Wey Navigation there must be 
considerable flood risk from both the watercourse and 
surface water.  

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 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodlands – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 

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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to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodlands – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.   Site GB7 will 
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change 
in this particular location. 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodlands – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 ·        Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released 
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible 
Green Belt boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered 
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, 
prominent physical features, protected woodlands – the 
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary 
due to removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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should not be considered for development.  

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 ·        Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments 
and Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local 
Plan Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore 
should not be considered for development.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the 
relevant operators and providers to see best how they can collectively enhance existing 
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is 
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County 
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport 
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus 
services. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 ·        No evidence (independently verified) has been 
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted 
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the 
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the 
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, 
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site 
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration 
during any future detailed planning application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

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.  

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey 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 

602 Gerry Hickey 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 

602 Gerry Hickey 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 

602 Gerry Hickey 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 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated, and 
alternative 

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 
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meeting on 6 July 2015.  sites identified 
in the Green 
Belt Review 
(Murrays 
Lane, W. 
Byfleet; Land 
off New Lane, 
Sutton Green; 
land to the 
west of West 
Hall, W. 
Byfleet; and 
land south of 
High Street, 
Byfleet) 
explored. 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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602 Gerry Hickey GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk 
to children from the Hoe stream. Debris in the river as a 
result of additional occupiers or business activity would add 
to the likelihood of uncontrolled flooding.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded 
management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to 
make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that 
increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water 
pollution to the Hoe Stream.  
 
This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, 
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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602 Gerry Hickey GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

230 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 

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

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

602 Gerry Hickey GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

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

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

602 Gerry Hickey GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 

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

Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.  

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. 

602 Gerry Hickey GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

791 Linda Higgins GB4 Byfleet frequently floods and the proposed area has 
previously flooded. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB5 Byfleet frequently floods and the proposed area has 
previously flooded. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB15 Byfleet frequently floods and the proposed area has 
previously flooded. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB16 Byfleet frequently floods and the proposed area has 
previously flooded. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB4 Objects to development in the area and at Broadoaks for a 
school and housing. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and 
further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 

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. 
 
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. 

791 Linda Higgins GB5 Objects to development in the area and at Broadoaks for a 
school and housing. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and 
further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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 

791 Linda Higgins GB15 Objects to development in the area and at Broadoaks for a 
school and housing. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and 
further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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. 

791 Linda Higgins GB16 Objects to development in the area and at Broadoaks for a 
school and housing. The A245 is constantly gridlocked and 
further development will make the situation worse. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and 
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
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 

791 Linda Higgins GB4 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. Local people should be heard as development 
affects them the most. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB5 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. Local people should be heard as development 
affects them the most. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Representor ID 1524. 

791 Linda Higgins GB15 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. Local people should be heard as development 
affects them the most. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB16 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. Local people should be heard as development 
affects them the most. 

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 

791 Linda Higgins GB4 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Surely Woking 
would be a better place to add this proposed allocation. 

Woking would 
be better 
placed for this 
proposed 
allocation. 

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. 
 
In addition to Green Belt sites, the Council has identified a significant number of sites in the 
existing urban area. A large proportion of these are located in Woking Town Centre and 
surrounding areas. High density mixed use development in Woking Town Centre is supported 
by Core Strategy Policy CS2: Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

791 Linda Higgins GB5 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Surely Woking 
would be a better place to add this proposed allocation. 

Woking would 
be better 
placed for this 
proposed 
allocation. 

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. 
 
In addition to Green Belt sites, the Council has identified a significant number of sites in the 
existing urban area. A large proportion of these are located in Woking Town Centre and 
surrounding areas. High density mixed use development in Woking Town Centre is supported 
by Core Strategy Policy CS2: Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

791 Linda Higgins GB15 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Surely Woking 
would be a better place to add this proposed allocation. 

Woking would 
be better 
placed for this 
proposed 
allocation. 

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. 
 
In addition to Green Belt sites, the Council has identified a significant number of sites in the 
existing urban area. A large proportion of these are located in Woking Town Centre and 
surrounding areas. High density mixed use development in Woking Town Centre is supported 
by Core Strategy Policy CS2: Woking Town Centre. 

791 Linda Higgins GB16 The proposal would remove most of Byfleet’s Green Belt 
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. Surely Woking 
would be a better place to add this proposed allocation. 

Woking would 
be better 
placed for this 
proposed 
allocation. 

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. 
 
In addition to Green Belt sites, the Council has identified a significant number of sites in the 
existing urban area. A large proportion of these are located in Woking Town Centre and 
surrounding areas. High density mixed use development in Woking Town Centre is supported 
by Core Strategy Policy CS2: Woking Town Centre. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated as 
required by the NPPF. Accepts it may be sensible to look 
ahead past the current Core Strategy the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies and WBC has not 
demonstrated any housing figure need or exceptional 
circumstances 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 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 Exceptional circumstances have not been demonstrated as 
required by the NPPF. Accepts it may be sensible to look 
ahead past the current Core Strategy the exceptional 
circumstances rule still applies and WBC has not 
demonstrated any housing figure need or exceptional 
circumstances 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 4.0, paragraph 4.4 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle. The GBBR is flawed as it states the site is 
sustainable but this based on travel time using Google maps 
which are taken outside of rush hour and are very optimistic. 

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 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 

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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new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

1006 Peter Hill GB10 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 Housing densities much higher than the surrounding 
densities. Will destroy the semi-rural character of the area. It 
is disingenuous to state development will not undermine the 
integrity of the rising ground of landscape importance. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0, 7.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 Housing densities much higher than the surrounding 
densities. Will destroy the semi-rural character of the area. It 
is disingenuous to state development will not undermine the 
integrity of the rising ground of landscape importance. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0, 7.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 Proposals ignore the Council's Core Strategy Policy CS24. None stated. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 Proposals ignore the Council's Core Strategy Policy CS24. None stated. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB14 In is not necessary to remove the site from the Green Belt as 
no change of use is planned. Furthermore it is not an 
exceptional circumstance, required to be removed from the 
Green Belt. 

None stated. As noted within the draft Site Allocations DPD reasoned justification, the site is proposed to be 
released from the Green Belt in assist in ensuring a strong defensible Green Belt boundary in 
the future.  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. If sites GB8 (Nursery Land adjacent to Egley Road) and GB10 
(Land to the north east of Saunders Lane) are removed from the Green Belt post-2027, site 
GB14 will be surrounded by land designated as urban area. This isolated pocket of Green Belt 
land would therefore not create a strong defensible Green Belt boundary in the future. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 There are other alternatives that could be considered. The 
sites should remain Green Belt and be designated public 
open green space, like a natural country park. Reports 
emphasis the value of such spaces to improve health and 
reducing the burden on the NHS. Currently there is a lack of 
public green open space in south Woking. 

Designate the 
site public 
open space. 

The Council agrees that open space can have amenity value as well as a positive impact on 
the health and well-being of local communities. In addition to the open space requirements set 
out in Core Strategy Policy CS17, the Council has specifically identified sites for public open 
space. These proposed Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGs) and Country Park 
sites are noted in the draft Site Allocations DPD under site references GB17 to GB22. Site 
GB14 is also identified for Green Infrastructure purposes and not for development. 
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 There are other alternatives that could be considered. The 
sites should remain Green Belt and be designated public 
open green space, like a natural country park. Reports 
emphasis the value of such spaces to improve health and 
reducing the burden on the NHS. Currently there is a lack of 
public green open space in south Woking. 

None stated. The Council agrees that open space can have amenity value as well as a positive impact on 
the health and well-being of local communities. In addition to the open space requirements set 
out in Core Strategy Policy CS17, the Council has specifically identified sites for public open 
space. These proposed Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGs) and Country Park 
sites are noted in the draft Site Allocations DPD under site references GB17 to GB22. Site 
GB14 is also identified for Green Infrastructure purposes and not for development. 
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 Other possible sites that should be evaluated for housing 
development include: 
Going higher than 3 stories in Sheerwater to accommodate 
more dwellings. 
Land adjacent to Martyrs Lanes to the east of the McLaren 
site. Part of this site was given special circumstances 
planning permission for commercial development for 
McLaren.  
To the east of the Martyrs Lane site there is a privately 
owned area of hard-standing, previously used as barracks in 
the Second World War. This land is not attractive or used for 
leisure.  

Suggests 
three 
alternative 
sites that 
should be 
evaluated for 
housing 
development 
including: 
Going higher 
than 3 stories 
in Sheerwater. 
Land adjacent 
to Martyrs 
Lanes to the 
east of the 
McLaren site.  
To the east of 
the Martyrs 
Lane site there 
is a privately 
owned area of 
hard-standing. 

The Site Allocation DPD has identified land within Sheerwater Priority Place under reference 
UA32. 
 
The area east of the A320 was assessed as part of the Green Belt Boundary Review. It was 
assessed to have a strong landscape structure with extensive woodland. It was considered that 
there was limited capacity to accommodate further significant development without significant 
adverse effects on important landscape features and the prevailing strong character. It was 
concluded to be of low suitability for removal from the Green Belt. The Sustainability Appraisal 
supports this. 
 
This representation has also been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 10.0, 11.0, 16.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 Other possible sites that should be evaluated for housing 
development include: 
Going higher than 3 stories in Sheerwater to accommodate 
more dwellings. 
Land adjacent to Martyrs Lanes to the east of the McLaren 
site. Part of this site was given special circumstances 
planning permission for commercial development for 
McLaren.  
To the east of the Martyrs Lane site there is a privately 
owned area of hard-standing, previously used as barracks in 
the Second World War. This land is not attractive or used for 
leisure.  

None stated. The Site Allocation DPD has identified land within Sheerwater Priority Place under reference 
UA32. 
 
The area east of the A320 was assessed as part of the Green Belt Boundary Review. It was 
assessed to have a strong landscape structure with extensive woodland. It was considered that 
there was limited capacity to accommodate further significant development without significant 
adverse effects on important landscape features and the prevailing strong character. It was 
concluded to be of low suitability for removal from the Green Belt. The Sustainability Appraisal 
supports this. 
 
This representation has also been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 10.0, 11.0, 16.0 and 17.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 Will increase urban sprawl and build on land separating 
Hook heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, against 
the purpose of the Green Belt. During the HHNDP 
consultation a significant number of residents commented it 
was highly desirable to maintain the physical separation 
between Hook Heath and Mayford. This issue unfortunately 
was not able to be addressed within the scope of the 
HHNDP. 

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 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 Will increase urban sprawl and build on land separating 
Hook heath from Mayford and Mayford from Woking, against 
the purpose of the Green Belt. During the HHNDP 
consultation a significant number of residents commented it 
was highly desirable to maintain the physical separation 
between Hook Heath and Mayford. This issue unfortunately 
was not able to be addressed within the scope of the 
HHNDP. 

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 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 Accepts the Council's duty to provide affordable and long 
term housing supply in the Borough. However the plans do 
not retain areas unique character, this is in contradiction to 
the NPPF. The Council should reconsider its plans. 

None stated. The Council believes that the Site Allocations DPD is consistent with the NPPF, as set out in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0 and 2.0. The Council is fully 
committed to the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy in order to meet the 
development needs of the Borough. Failure to prepare a Site Allocations DPD and safeguard 
land for future development needs would also not achieve the spatial vision and objectives of 
the Core Strategy. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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It should be noted that site GB14 is allocated for green infrastructure and not for development. 
 
The representation regarding the impact on local character has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, 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. 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 Accepts the Council's duty to provide affordable and long 
term housing supply in the Borough. However the plans do 
not retain areas unique character, this is in contradiction to 
the NPPF. The Council should reconsider its plans. 

None stated. The Council believes that the Site Allocations DPD is consistent with the NPPF, as set out in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 1.0 and 2.0. The Council is fully 
committed to the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy in order to meet the 
development needs of the Borough. Failure to prepare a Site Allocations DPD and safeguard 
land for future development needs would also not achieve the spatial vision and objectives of 
the Core Strategy. 
 
It should be noted that site GB14 is allocated for green infrastructure and not for development. 
 
The representation regarding the impact on local character has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, 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 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 The focus of the Council has been reviewing the Green Belt, 
not aware of a review of existing and potential brownfield 
sites. The Council should review potential brownfield sites 
that are likely to be available 2022-2027. 

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 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 The focus of the Council has been reviewing the Green Belt, 
not aware of a review of existing and potential brownfield 
sites. The Council should review potential brownfield sites 
that are likely to be available 2022-2027. 

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 

1006 Peter Hill GB10 At a recent Council meeting officers stated the Council 
"could" choose to resist developments that propose too 
much or little development on a site.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 18.0 and 23.0.  
 
Development proposals need to demonstrate accordance with Development Plan Policies. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 At a recent Council meeting officers stated the Council 
"could" choose to resist developments that propose too 
much or little development on a site.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0, 18.0 and 23.0.  
 
Development proposals need to demonstrate accordance with Development Plan Policies. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1006 Peter Hill GB11 The GBBR is flawed as it states the site is sustainable but 
this based on travel time using Google maps which are taken 
outside of rush hour and are very optimistic. 

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 

762 Paul Hilleard General Byfleet is crowded and lacking infrastructure None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB4 Byfleet is on a floodplain and where will the flood water go if 
you build on the Green Belt. 

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 

762 Paul Hilleard GB5 Byfleet is on a floodplain and where will the flood water go if 
you build on the Green Belt. 

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 

762 Paul Hilleard GB4 Object to housing proposals in and around Byfleet. Green 
Belt should be preserved for future generations.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB5 Object to housing proposals in and around Byfleet. Green 
Belt should be preserved for future generations.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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762 Paul Hilleard General Objecting to development on the Green Belt in or around 
Byfleet 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB4 Object to Green Belt proposals. Byfleet is crowded with a 
lack of facilities, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB5 Object to Green Belt proposals. Byfleet is crowded with a 
lack of facilities, further development will make it worse. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0, 3.0 and 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard General Objecting to housing development on the Green Belt in or 
around Byfleet 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB4 Do not dismiss the views of local people None stated. The views of the community have been considered during the regulation 18 stage consultation 
process. The Council will take the views into account in finalising the document prior to the six 
week regulation 19 consultation due to take place in 2016. There is also the opportunity to 
express views at the Examination in Public later in the plan making process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB5 Do not dismiss the views of local people None stated. The views of the community have been considered during the regulation 18 stage consultation 
process. The Council will take the views into account in finalising the document prior to the six 
week regulation 19 consultation due to take place in 2016. There is also the opportunity to 
express views at the Examination in Public later in the plan making process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard General The Green Belt should be preserved for future generations Byfleet is a 
flood plain so 
the land 
should under 
no 
circumstance 
be developed! 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 and 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB4 The area need better facilities and infrastructure rather than 
housing and development 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB5 The area need better facilities and infrastructure rather than 
housing and development 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

762 Paul Hilleard GB4 The roads are congested and additional housing 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 
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762 Paul Hilleard GB5 The roads are congested and additional housing 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 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB15 he Green Belt acts as a natural buffer between Byfleet and 
West Byfleet. It also reduces the noise of the M25.  The land 
also floods and will need to be considered.  

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. The Council has assessed 
the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the area. There is not 
sufficient land in the urban area to meet development needs over the plan period. This 
particular issue is addressed in detail in Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB16 Development of this site will exacerbate existing traffic , 
increase pressure on schools, health care, public transport, 
water supply and  
sewerage services. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB16 I would be interested in your comments on my view of Green  
Belt areas and the actions you will take to ensure 
responsible future development of a sustainable and “joined-
up” plan. 

None stated. The Site Allocation DPD is prepared in the context of a coherent joint up spatial strategy that 
focuses most development on brownfield land in the urban areas but with some element of 
Green Belt land to meet the quantity and type of housing need. The spatial strategy is set out 
in Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy. In additional the Council is planning infrastructure delivery 
to be aligned with development. The infrastructure implications of the proposals is addressed in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB15 Main concern is about the impact on the volume of traffic on 
Parvis Road. The existing traffic is already at a standstill, 
partly due to the development of Brooklands. Congestion will 
have a negative impact on emergency services. The WBC 
Transport Evaluation 2010 does not take into account 
development in this part of the borough and therefore is not 
relevant to the assessment of the release of Green Belt land 
around West Hall.  

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

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

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB15 The principles of sustainable development are not being met 
by the proposed development, as listed, with particular 
reference to infrastructure 

None stated. The Council has carried out a Sustainability Appraisal of the proposals of the Site Allocations 
DPD. It concluded that the DPD will promote sustainable development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB16 It is necessary to view the future use of West Hall land in the 
context of the 44 acre Broadoaks site. If sensitively 
developed, Broadoaks could become a major asset to the 
community and meet some housing needs.  

None stated. Broadoaks is already designated as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt for high quality 
office development. Because the site has not come forward for development since this 
designation, the Site Allocations DPD seeks to expend the uses on the site to include 
residential development and elderly people's accommodation. The Council will make sure 
through the application of the key requirements of the proposal that the site is sensitively 
developed. In addition to Broadoaks, West Hall will also be needed to contribute to meeting the 
development needs of the area, and its allocation is justified by the Council's available 
evidence. The impacts of both proposals, in particular, the traffic impacts are assessed. The 
general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals is addressed in detail in 
Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of 
Green Belt land including West Hall for development is addressed in detail in Sections 1, 2 and 
4 in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. To inform the allocations, the Council has 
assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. Based on the 
evidence, the Council is satisfied that the general character of the area will not be significantly 
undermined. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity 
Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the 
allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic 
over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the 
proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be 
funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures 
to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. 
Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make 
sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to 
identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and 
the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area 
is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic 
impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. Under the Duty 
to Cooperate, the Council is also working its neighbouring authorities such as Guildford to 
make sure that the impacts of development in their area such as Wisley Airfield that has cross 
boundary implications are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation put in place to address any 
adverse impacts. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB15 No Green Belt within West Byfleet village - there is very little 
natural green space in West Byfleet. The Wey Navigation 
has historic importance and enjoyed for recreational uses. 
Development will have a negative impact on Wey Navigation 
which is an important wildlife corridor. The Wey Navigation is 
used for recreational purposes and should be protected. If 
this plan was to go ahead we could have no Green Belt area 
within our village. 

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

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB15 I am very strongly opposed to use of Green Belt at West 
Hall. Fail to see how this would meet national planning policy 
stated Green Belt purposes.  
 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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I fail to see how the Council's additional context - regarding 
preservation of the character and quality of the setting of the 
Borough and assessment of the landscape character - is 
being achieved by the proposed use of West Hall. 

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. West Hall can be developed without undermining the landscape character of the 
area. 

1181 Scott, 
Nadia 

Hiller GB15 The principles of sustainable development are not being met 
by the proposed development, as listed. 

None stated. The Council has carried out a Sustainability Appraisal of the proposals of the Site Allocations 
DPD. It concluded that the DPD will promote sustainable development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

127 Malcolm Hills General West Byfleet resident extremely disappointed to see the 
latest development proposals. 
 
Chose the area because the village has its own identity, and 
areas of Green Belt land which preserve and protect the look 
and feel of the local surroundings.  
 
The proposals to add another 1,200 dwellings to West 
Byfleet and Pyrford, and 200 to Byfleet by sacrificing Green 
Belt land – struggle to understand how this proposal is 
compatible with the Government’s stated purposes for Green 
Belt land: 
 
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 
 
To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 
 
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment; 
 
To preserve the settings and special character of historic 
towns. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2. The Council do acknowledge the concern expressed by 
the representation. However, it has a responsibility to plan to meet the housing needs of the 
community. The allocated sites are the most sustainable when compared against all other 
reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

127 Malcolm Hills General The increase in traffic will strain roads – which are already 
jammed in both rush hours. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

127 Malcolm Hills General The community does not need large scale development of 
Green Belt land, in an area that attracts premium property 
prices. However it is a highly attractive proposition for the 
property developers, who so readily appear to have the 
support of the planning department. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1. The Council is satisfied that the proposals will not significantly 
undermine the character of the area. The development is proposed to meet local need. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

127 Malcolm Hills General The proposals will meet with the strong disapproval of 
virtually all local residents. I would like to voice my intention 
to do all that I can to prevent this proposal from succeeding. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The Council will continue to involve the local community throughout the process and 
take their comments into account. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB16 Support mixed housing use on the Broadoaks site. However 
the proposed school could have a major impact on traffic and 
congestion on the A245. 

None stated. Support for housing on Broadoaks is noted. 
 
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 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB16 Paragraph 15. The A245 traffic flow is an issue. The 
Broadoaks site, West Hall and GB4 need to be considered 
together as each will require access onto the A245. This will 
cause further traffic and disruption to traffic flows on the 
road. Parvis Road is already recognised as category F and 
further development will turn it into a significant obstacle to 
travel. Several Transport Assessments have been conducted 
and asking for another, without recognising the potential 
impact in the document, is disingenuous. The proposed 
school at Broadoaks will result in further traffic and 
congestion as well as more journeys by foot and bike. This 

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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will require crossing points in addition to any roundabout on 
the A245, and would add to delays. A school is not 
appropriate for this site. 

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 development proposals across the Borough and wider area. 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. 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 Paragraph 15. The A245 traffic flow is an issue. The 
Broadoaks site, West Hall and GB4 need to be considered 
together as each will require access onto the A245. This will 
cause further traffic and disruption to traffic flows on the 
road. Parvis Road is already recognised as category F and 
further development will turn it into a significant obstacle to 
travel. Several Transport Assessments have been conducted 
and asking for another, without recognising the potential 
impact in the document, is disingenuous. 

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, including all of the sites in the DPD and other development sites in the wider 
area. 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 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 Paragraph 17. A positive score is given to the impact on the 
local economy. If the A245 is congested then major 
businesses may move elsewhere and smaller businesses 
could suffer. The Council is failing to recognise the real traffic 
issues that are likely to occur. A more realistic approach is 
needed. 

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 

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. 
 
By addressing any impacts on the transport network, the proposed development is not 
expected to have a negative impact on the local economy. 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB16 Paragraph 17. A positive score is given to the impact on the 
local economy. If the A245 is congested then major 
businesses may move elsewhere and smaller businesses 
could suffer. The Council is failing to recognise the real traffic 
issues that are likely to occur. A more realistic approach is 
needed, limiting the development allowed along Parvis Road. 

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.  
 
Therefore the proposed allocation for predominately office and research floor space would 
support the existing services and facilities in West Byfleet District Centre. This allocation would 
enhance West Byfleet as an employment location in the Borough and provide a significant 
amount of employment opportunities, both directly and indirectly.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 Paragraph 2. It can not be assumed that new housing will be 
better for residents than where they currently live, nor that it 
will be beneficial for their health. Health will not be improved 
if medical facilities are at capacity and appointments are 
difficult to get. The site at West Hall floods and this is 
detrimental to health and well being and has been ignored. 

None stated. Generally, the provision of housing will make a positive contribution to the general well being of 
the community. The Core Strategy, Development Management Policies DPD and various 
Supplementary Planning Documents should ensure that future development proposals are built 
to high standards, meeting the relevant space and light standards as well as being in close 
proximity to local services and facilities.  
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  
 
The representation regarding flooding has been addressed in the Issue's and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 5.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 paragraph 3. Despite local knowledge of flooding, the EA has 
assessed a 10% risk of flooding, and the Council has given 
this a neutral score. This cannot be correct. Site layout and 
design will not prevent flooding unless the land is 
significantly raised. 

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 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB16 Paragraph 5 states that the development will support existing 
services and facilities in the community. This is incorrect. It 
will reduce the opportunities for existing residents to access 
medical facilities. The only mitigating measure does not 
address health or education issues at all. This is key and 
needs to be included in the Plan. It has been ignored. 

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.  
 
Therefore the proposed allocation for predominately office and research floor space would 
support the existing services and facilities in West Byfleet District Centre. This allocation would 
enhance West Byfleet as an employment location in the Borough and provide a significant 
amount of employment opportunities, both directly and indirectly.  
 
The proposed allocation for housing is supplementary to the office and research premises and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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is not expected to have a significant adverse impact on local infrastructure.  
 
The overall approach to infrastructure provision 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.  

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 Paragraph 5. Overall the document states that there would 
be a negative impact on accessibility to all services and 
facilities. Yet it also states that the development would help 
to support existing services and facilities. It is contradictory. 
There is a clear negative impact on health and education 
facilities but indication of how this will be addressed. The 
provision of supporting infrastructure will need to take place 
alongside development. This needs to be clearly set out. As 
it has not, it is clear that there is a weakness to the overall 
approach. The existing facilities could not cope with 3000 or 
more people in West Byfleet and Pyrford over the next 12 
years.  

None stated. The Council note the error in the Sustainability Appraisal for objective 5. As set out in objective 
15, the site is in a sustainable location close to the existing services and community facilities in 
West Byfleet District Centre. Combined with the key requirements for the site to carry out 
improvements to pedestrian and cycling facilities, this should reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
The Council is committed to working with the relevant infrastructure providers to ensure that 
infrastructure provision meets demand. 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. 
 
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.  
 
To clarify, the proposed allocations in Pyrford (GB12 and Gb13) are proposed to be 
safeguarded for future development needs post 2027. 

Editorial changes to the 
Sustainability Appraisal  
for consistency. 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 The document gives far too positive a spin to this 
development, which will have a major impact on local 
services and will significantly impact on traffic flows in the 
area. Object to the proposal and urge for a more realistic 
approach and to recognise all the problems that the proposal 
will bring. 

Remove the 
proposed 
West Hall 
development 
from the list of 
Green belt 
land to be 
developed as 
it is unsuitable. 

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 3.8 to 3.11. 
 
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 

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

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB16 The document gives far too positive a spin to this 
development, which will have a major impact on local 
services and will significantly impact on traffic flows in the 
area. It is not a realistic or truthful assessment of the case. 
Three development along Parvis Road (GB 4, 15 and 16) 
should not be allowed as this will add an unacceptable strain 
and overloading of the local road system. Broadoaks is the 
most suitable site to develop of these three, but a school 
should not be included.  

Note that the 
development 
of Broadoaks 
should not 
include a 
school. 

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 Sustainability Appraisal has been used to appraise sites and is objective-led. The SA 
assesses about 125 alternative sites and the Council believe that the sites taken forward in the 
Site Allocations DPD are the most sustainable when compared to all reasonable alternatives. 
The Council has addressed this in more detail in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 9.0. 
 
The overall approach to infrastructure and the impact of the developments on the road network 
are set out in the 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 

730 Peter 
Nick 

Hinde GB15 This section, similar to the rest of the document, is slanted to 
provide a positive or neutral outcome to the development. 
The potential negative impact on roads, schools, medical 
facilities have been ignored. No indication whether the DoH 
or DoE have been consulted or what measures need to be 
introduced. The document is misleading and a proper 
balanced assessment has not been carried out. 

None stated. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and methodology is clearly set out in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, paragraph 9.1. 
 
The Council is committed to working with the various infrastructure providers across the 
Borough to ensure that infrastructure is delivered to meet demand. This has been set out in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular 3.8. 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.  
 
There is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt 
boundary review support this decision.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 The proposed sites should remain in the Green Belt. The 
new applications break all of the Governments 5 reasons for 
Green Belt. 

None stated. The approach taken in the Green Belt boundary review includes assessment of how parcels of 
land contribute to their Green Belt purpose. See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 10.0 and particularly paragraph 10.3. The justification for the release of land from the 
Green Belt and to safeguarding of land to meet future development needs is outlined in 
Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 The proposed sites should remain in the Green Belt. The 
new applications break all of the Governments 5 reasons for 
Green Belt. 

None stated. The approach taken in the Green Belt boundary review includes assessment of how parcels of 
land contribute to their Green Belt purpose. See the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 10.0 and particularly paragraph 10.3. The justification for the release of land from the 
Green Belt and to safeguarding of land to meet future development needs is outlined in 
Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 The current use of the land for bio-fuel is a far better use 
than 423 new houses. 

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. It should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 
Further to this the justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and 
for safeguarding land for future development needs is detailed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 The current use of the land for bio-fuel is a far better use 
than 423 new houses. 

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. It should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 
Further to this the justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and 
for safeguarding land for future development needs is detailed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 There is a lack of schools, employment and heath services 
for new residents. Current services are already full. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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474 Christine Hinge GB13 There is a lack of schools, employment and heath services 
for new residents. Current services are already full. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. In terms of health services, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 The attraction and value of Pyford is due to its proximity to 
the countryside and peacefulness. More housing will change 
this. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 The attraction and value of Pyford is due to its proximity to 
the countryside and peacefulness. More housing will change 
this. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge General The huge amount of housing proposed in the wider area 
(Ripley, Wisley, Byfleet and West Byfleet) will have negative 
impact on roads in the 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 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 Trains are already very full, and there is not already not 
enough parking in West Byfleet. 

None stated. The point on train capacity 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.  On 
parking, the Council sets specific requirements within its Parking Supplementary Planning 
Guidance, and has a policy framework for car parking (with regard to the locational 
characteristics of a site) in Core Strategy CS18. The Council's Parking Services Section also 
works to address specific car parking issues, to ensure there is adequate provision to meet the 
needs of visitors, shoppers, commuters and businesses in West Byfleet.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 Trains are already very full, and there is not already not 
enough parking in West Byfleet. 

None stated. The point on train capacity 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.  On 
parking, the Council sets specific requirements within its Parking Supplementary Planning 
Guidance, and has a policy framework for car parking (with regard to the locational 
characteristics of a site) in Core Strategy CS18. The Council's Parking Services Section also 
works to address specific car parking issues, to ensure there is adequate provision to meet the 
needs of visitors, shoppers, commuters and businesses in West Byfleet.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 The size of the development is out of keeping for the area. 
Registers vote against the proposals. 

None stated. The landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. It is envisaged that planning to meet 
local housing need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt 
that the development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is 
expected that development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as outlined in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, environmental 
and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the development. Development will also 
be built to high environmental and design standards in accordance with the environmental and 
climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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social, environmental and economic character of the area will not be significantly undermined. 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 The size of the development is out of keeping for the area. 
Votes against the proposals. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 Strongly objects to the proposed development, for the 
following reasons. 1. Pyford is an ancient area with so much 
history. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 19.0. In addition, the landscape and townscape character of 
Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking 
Character Study. It is envisaged that planning to meet local housing need should not 
undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt that the development of the 
sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is expected that development will be 
supported by adequate infrastructure 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 for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 Strongly objects to the proposed development, for the 
following reasons. 1. Pyford is an ancient area with so much 
history. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 19.0. In addition, the landscape and townscape character of 
Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in the Heritage of Woking and Woking 
Character Study. It is envisaged that planning to meet local housing need should not 
undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt that the development of the 
sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is expected that development will be 
supported by adequate infrastructure 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 for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 The roads are used as a cut through to the A3 and M25, 
which has a knock on effect.  

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 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 The roads are used as a cut through to the A3 and M25, 
which has a knock on effect.  

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 

474 Christine Hinge GB12 The proposals will significantly increase traffic on roads that 
are already extremely busy, especially at school drop off and 
collection times.  

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 

474 Christine Hinge GB13 The proposals will significantly increase traffic on roads that 
are already extremely busy, especially at school drop off and 
collection times.  

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 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 The proposal will destroy Green Belt fields used for the 
production of bio-fuel and replaces them with up to 423 
houses with the environment impact from at least 423 motor 
vehicles. 

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. It should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 
Further to this the justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and 
for safeguarding land for future development needs is detailed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of development are 
addressed in Section 3.0, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. The environmental impact of any proposal will be considered with regard to a number of 
policies in the Council's adopted Core Strategy and emerging Development Management 
Policies Development Plan Document. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 The proposal will destroy Green Belt fields used for the 
production of bio-fuel and replaces them with up to 423 
houses with the environment impact from at least 423 motor 
vehicles. 

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. It should be noted that this particular site is of low soil quality. 
Further to this the justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and 
for safeguarding land for future development needs is detailed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications of development are 
addressed in Section 3.0, paragraphs 3.6 and 3.11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. The environmental impact of any proposal will be considered with regard to a number of 
policies in the Council's adopted Core Strategy and emerging Development Management 
Policies Development Plan Document. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 Roads in Pyrford and West Byfleet are already overcrowded 
with traffic, particularly at peak times. Coldharbour Road 
becomes single lane at school drop of and pick up times, and 
is dangerous. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 Roads in Pyrford and West Byfleet are already overcrowded 
with traffic, particularly at peak times. Coldharbour Road 
becomes single lane at school drop of and pick up times, and 
is dangerous. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 Local infrastructure (schools and GPs) are already 
overloaded and will be unable to cope with demand from 
additional population.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6, 3.8 and 3.11. It should be noted that if the 
development proposed on Upshot Lane lea to a greater intake to the village school in Pyrford 
from the immediate area, use of the car to access the school would be expected to decrease. 
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 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 Local infrastructure (schools and GPs) are already 
overloaded and will be unable to cope with demand from 
additional population.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, particularly paragraphs 3.6, 3.8 and 3.11. It should be noted that if the 
development proposed on Upshot Lane lea to a greater intake to the village school in Pyrford 
from the immediate area, use of the car to access the school would be expected to decrease. 
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 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 This large scale of development will change the character of 
Pyrford, which is the reason most residents came to live 
here.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 This large scale of development will change the character of 
Pyrford, which is the reason most residents came to live 
here.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 The huge numbers of new houses proposed in the wider 
area (Ripley, Wisley, West Byfleet and Byfleet) will 
significantly increase congestion. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 The huge numbers of new houses proposed in the wider 
area (Ripley, Wisley, West Byfleet and Byfleet) will 
significantly increase congestion. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 Asks where the occupiers of these properties will work. 
South West Train services are already very full. Strongly 
objects to the proposals. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 Asks where the occupiers of these properties will work. 
South West Train services are already very full. Strongly 
objects to the proposals. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB12 Objects to the proposals, as they are contrary to the 
Government's 5 stated purposes of Green Belt land. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1396 Michael G Hinge GB13 Objects to the proposals, as they are contrary to the 
Government's 5 stated purposes of Green Belt land. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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. 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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.  

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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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.    
 
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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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.    
 
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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman GB10 Objects to building a new school to accommodate children 
from new sites GB9,10,11. Believes that the development of 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.  

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 

of this representation 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman GB10 Infrastructure factors to consider: 
The GBBR recommends Mayford on the basis of distance to 
the Town Centre. It suggests it take 7 minutes between the 
two, in fact it can take over 30 mins at peak times. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 
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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1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 
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1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 
 
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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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.  

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman GB10 Mayford is mentioned in the Domesday book and has strong 
historical connections. The GBBR was incorrect to dismiss 
the consideration of sites against GB purpose ‘to preserve 
the setting and special character of historic towns’ as it did 
not consider Woking to have a particularly strong historic 
character.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section 
19.0 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman GB9 The GBBR recommended the site on the basis of close 
proximity to the Local Centre and facilities however there 
only a only a Post Office and barbers and no other 
supporting infrastructure. 
Reconsider plans  

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

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 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman GB9 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned. The roads are inadequate, narrow and with pinch 
points at railway bridges.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 

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.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Road safety issues are a concern e.g. pedestrian route to 
Worplesdon Station. 

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. 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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, woodlands 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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, woodlands 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 
Guildford. 
Strong boundaries (rail line, road, rivers, woodlands etc) 
already exist in defining the GB boundary. The proposal 
would make the GB boundary weaker by the removal of 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 
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 

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

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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, woodlands 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 

1326 Sharon Hinxman 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 
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180 Lynda Hirst GB8 I strongly object to the proposed housing on GB8, GB9, 
GB10 and GB11. Mayford village is in the Doomsday Book 
and will be desecrated. The Council has dismissed the 
Green Belt purpose to preserve the setting and character of 
historic towns. No proof that the Council has exhausted all 
brown sites first. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB8 I strongly object to the proposed housing on GB8, GB9, 
GB10 and GB11. Mayford village is in the Doomsday Book 
and will be desecrated. The Council has dismissed the 
Green Belt purpose to preserve the setting and character of 
historic towns. No proof that the Council has exhausted all 
brown sites first. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB7  
I strongly object to the proposed increase in Traveller 
Pitches. Mayford already provides a major contribution 
towards the Traveller community, no justification for further 
expansion. Ten Acre Farm is near Smarts Heath Common 
(SSSI) used by residents for leisure, any increase would 
change the character of the area and increase risks to 
wildlife. There are no amenities in the area, business 
activities would be out of keeping. Mayford does not satisfy 
the set criteria for Travellers. Successive Planning Inspectors 
have refused applications on Green Belt openness grounds.  

None 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 

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

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 

180 Lynda Hirst GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes “Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (Policy CS24). 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Belt boundary will not change in this particular location. 

180 Lynda Hirst GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes “Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (Policy CS24). 

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 

180 Lynda Hirst GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane should not be considered for 
development as it includes “Escarpments and Rising Ground 
of Landscape Importance” (Policy CS24). 

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 

180 Lynda Hirst GB10 Mayford is important for wildlife (deer, slow worms, adders, 
owls and birds of prey). Mayford Village Society is pursuing 
inclusion of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, resulting in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. The 
400m zone applies to designated SPAs. The Council is aware that Mayford Village Society is 
pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath as SPA. Until this is designated the 
400m zone cannot apply. Nevertheless, the Council attaches significant importance to the 
protection of the SSSI and has robust policies such as Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to help 
achieve this objective. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB11 Mayford is important for wildlife (deer, slow worms, adders, 
owls and birds of prey). Mayford Village Society is pursuing 
inclusion of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, resulting in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. The 
400m zone applies to designated SPAs. The Council is aware that Mayford Village Society is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath as SPA. Until this is designated the 
400m zone cannot apply. Nevertheless, the Council attaches significant importance to the 
protection of the SSSI and has robust policies such as Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to help 
achieve this objective. 

180 Lynda Hirst GB8 Mayford is important for wildlife (deer, slow worms, adders, 
owls and birds of prey). Mayford Village Society is pursuing 
inclusion of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, resulting in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. The 
400m zone applies to designated SPAs. Whilst the Council is aware that the Mayford Village 
Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath as SPA, it is not 
designated and as such the 400m zone cannot apply. Nevertheless the Council attaches 
significant importance to the protection of SSSIs  and has robust policies such as Policy CS7 of 
the Core Strategy to enable this objective to be achieved. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB9 Mayford is important for wildlife (deer, slow worms, adders, 
owls and birds of prey). Mayford Village Society is pursuing 
inclusion of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath into the Thames 
Basin Heath SPA, resulting in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. The 
400m zone applies to designated SPAs. Whilst the Council is aware that the Mayford Village 
Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath as SPA, it is not 
designated and as such the 400m zone cannot apply. Nevertheless the Council attaches 
significant importance to the protection of SSSIs  and has robust policies such as Policy CS7 of 
the Core Strategy to enable this objective to be achieved. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB10 Mayford is built on a flood plain, which has increased over 
the past few years. Irrigation ditches are blocked. 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 

180 Lynda Hirst GB11 Mayford is built on a flood plain, which has increased over 
the past few years. Irrigation ditches are blocked. 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 

180 Lynda Hirst GB8 Mayford is built on a flood plain, which has increased over 
the past few years. Irrigation ditches are blocked. 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 

180 Lynda Hirst GB9 Mayford is built on a flood plain, which has increased over 
the past few years. Irrigation ditches are blocked. Mayford is 
a key area for the absorption of rainwater to alleviate 
flooding. Developing on the land will increase surface water 

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 



H 

267 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. 

180 Lynda Hirst GB10 There is no infrastructure in place to support high volume of 
development. Mayford has a poor public transport system 
with limited bus services and is remote from the nearest 
medical and other facilities. Saunders Lane and Smarts 
Heath Road are well used rat runs, their greater use will 
increase traffic and pollution. Access roads are narrow and 
already dangerous for pedestrians. Further developments in 
the local area will increase the traffic issues, including 
worsening existing traffic and speeding problems on Egley 
Road. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part 
of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address 
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the 
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape 
setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will 
make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of 
buses in the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working 
with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance 
existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will 
result from the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also 
working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to 
ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to 
meet the projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how 
the transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the 
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures, 
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the 
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning 
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to 
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB11 There is no infrastructure in place to support high volume of 
development. Mayford has a poor public transport system 
with limited bus services and is remote from the nearest 
medical and other facilities. Saunders Lane and Smarts 
Heath Road are well used rat runs, their greater use will 
increase traffic and pollution. Access roads are narrow and 
already dangerous for pedestrians. Further developments in 
the local area will increase the traffic issues, including 
worsening existing traffic and speeding problems on Egley 
Road. 

None stated. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part 
of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address 
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the 
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape 
setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will 
make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of 
buses in the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working 
with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance 
existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will 
result from the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also 
working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to 
ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to 
meet the projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how 
the transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the 
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures, 
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the 
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning 
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to 
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB8 There is no infrastructure in place to support high volume of 
development. Mayford has a poor public transport system 
with limited bus services and is remote from the nearest 
medical and other facilities. Saunders Lane and Smarts 
Heath Road are well used rat runs, their greater use will 
increase traffic and pollution. Access roads are narrow and 
already dangerous for pedestrians. Further developments in 
the local area will increase the traffic issues, including 
worsening existing traffic and speeding problems on Egley 
Road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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180 Lynda Hirst GB9 There is no infrastructure in place to support high volume of 
development. Mayford has a poor public transport system 
with limited bus services and is remote from the nearest 
medical and other facilities. Saunders Lane and Smarts 
Heath Road are well used rat runs, their greater use will 
increase traffic and pollution. Access roads are narrow and 
already dangerous for pedestrians. Further developments in 
the local area will increase the traffic issues, including 
worsening existing traffic and speeding problems on Egley 
Road. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB10 The Hoe Valley School is not "special circumstances" but a 
precursor to releasing Green Belt around Woking Nursery for 
more development around the school. Suitable brownfield 
sites are available for without the need to encroach on 
greenfield land. The Mayford Society was formed to protect 
Green Belt from development, we will protect it this time. 
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The Hoe Valley School has the benefit of planning approval. Proposal GB8 has always been 
clear that the allocation is for the purposes of a school and residential development. The 
release of the site for development is justified by special circumstances. The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed 
by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 2. The Council has 
assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the area. There are 
no sufficient brownfield land to meet the needs of the entire Core Strategy period. This matter 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.  
In addition, all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and 
ground works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and 
historic uses of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully 
assessed as part of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The 
Council is believes that the sites can be developed without undermining the character of the 
area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB11 The Hoe Valley School is not ""special circumstances"" but a 
precursor to releasing Green Belt around Woking Nursery for 
more development around the school. Suitable brownfield 
sites are available for without the need to encroach on 
greenfield land. The Mayford Society was formed to protect 
Green Belt from development, we will protect it this time. 
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The Hoe Valley School has the benefit of planning approval. Proposal GB8 has always been 
clear that the allocation is for the purposes of a school and residential development. The 
release of the site for development is justified by special circumstances. The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed 
by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 2. The Council has 
assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the area. There are 
no sufficient brownfield land to meet the needs of the entire Core Strategy period. This matter 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.  
In addition, all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and 
ground works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and 
historic uses of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully 
assessed as part of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The 
Council is believes that the sites can be developed without undermining the character of the 
area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

180 Lynda Hirst GB8 The Hoe Valley School is not ""special circumstances"" but a 
precursor to releasing Green Belt around Woking Nursery for 
more development around the school. Suitable brownfield 
sites are available for without the need to encroach on 
greenfield land. The Mayford Society was formed to protect 
Green Belt from development, we will protect it this time. 
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The Hoe Valley School has the benefit of planning approval. Proposal GB8 has always been 
clear that the allocation is for the purposes of a school and residential development. The 
release of the site for development is justified by special circumstances. The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed 
by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 2. The Council has 
assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the area. There are 
no sufficient brownfield land to meet the needs of the entire Core Strategy period. This matter 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.  
In addition, all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and 
ground works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and 
historic uses of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully 
assessed as part of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The 
Council is believes that the sites can be developed without undermining the character of the 
area. 

180 Lynda Hirst GB9 The Hoe Valley School is not ""special circumstances"" but a 
precursor to releasing Green Belt around Woking Nursery for 
more development around the school. Suitable brownfield 
sites are available for without the need to encroach on 
greenfield land. The Mayford Society was formed to protect 
Green Belt from development, we will protect it this time. 
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The Hoe Valley School has the benefit of planning approval. Proposal GB8 has always been 
clear that the allocation is for the purposes of a school and residential development. The 
release of the site for development is justified by special circumstances. The justification for the 
release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed 
by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 2. The Council has 
assessed the capacity of the urban area to meet the development needs of the area. There are 
no sufficient brownfield land to meet the needs of the entire Core Strategy period. This matter 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 11.  
In addition, all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and 
ground works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and 
historic uses of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully 
assessed as part of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures 
identified to address any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, 
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby 
residents and the landscape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined 
effects of these requirements will make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The 
Council is believes that the sites can be developed without undermining the character of the 
area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB8 Concerned that the conservation areas of Prey and Smarts 
Heath will be comprised if not destroyed, which are highly 
valued. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB9 Concerned that the conservation areas of Prey and Smarts 
Heath will be comprised if not destroyed, which are highly 
valued. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB10 Concerned that the conservation areas of Prey and Smarts 
Heath will be comprised if not destroyed, which are highly 
valued. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB11 Concerned that the conservation areas of Prey and Smarts 
Heath will be comprised if not destroyed, which are highly 
valued. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB14 Concerned that the conservation areas of Prey and Smarts 
Heath will be comprised if not destroyed, which are highly 
valued. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB8 Green Belt was designated to protect areas of special 
interest and to separate towns in Woking and villages in 
Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB9 Green Belt was designated to protect areas of special 
interest and to separate towns in Woking and villages in 
Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB10 Green Belt was designated to protect areas of special 
interest and to separate towns in Woking and villages in 
Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB11 Green Belt was designated to protect areas of special 
interest and to separate towns in Woking and villages in 
Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB14 Green Belt was designated to protect areas of special 
interest and to separate towns in Woking and villages in 
Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 12.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB8 Although the site is safeguarded until 2027, there will be 
pressure to release the land for development prior to that 
date. Please reconsider the plans. 

None stated. The Core Strategy is very clear that the Council need to identify sites for development in this 
Plan period for around 550 dwellings. The NPPF is also clear in requiring Local Planning 
Authorities to identify sufficient land for safeguarding. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will 
be pressures to release safeguarded sites for development, the Site Allocations DPD is clear in 
stating that they will only be considered for development through the review of either the Core 
Strategy and/or the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As stated in Section B of the Site Allocations DPD, the proposed site is not allocated for 
development during this plan period. It is safeguarded to ensure that their future development 
is not compromised. It is not expected that these sites will be strongly resisted unless it can be 
justified as an acceptable use in the Green Belt in line with the requirements of Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. The Council's approach to looking ahead into the future beyond the period 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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of the Core Strategy is necessary to ensure that there is a permanent and enduring defensible 
boundary of the Green Belt and to be consistent with national planning policy. 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB9 Although the site is safeguarded until 2027, there will be 
pressure to release the land for development prior to that 
date. Please reconsider the plans. 

None stated. The Core Strategy is very clear that the Council need to identify sites for development in this 
Plan period for around 550 dwellings. The NPPF is also clear in requiring Local Planning 
Authorities to identify sufficient land for safeguarding. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will 
be pressures to release safeguarded sites for development, the Site Allocations DPD is clear in 
stating that they will only be considered for development through the review of either the Core 
Strategy and/or the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As stated in Section B of the Site Allocations DPD, the proposed site is not allocated for 
development during this plan period. It is safeguarded to ensure that their future development 
is not compromised. It is not expected that these sites will be strongly resisted unless it can be 
justified as an acceptable use in the Green Belt in line with the requirements of Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. The Council's approach to looking ahead into the future beyond the period 
of the Core Strategy is necessary to ensure that there is a permanent and enduring defensible 
boundary of the Green Belt and to be consistent with national planning policy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB10 Although the site is safeguarded until 2027, there will be 
pressure to release the land for development prior to that 
date. Please reconsider the plans. 

None stated. The Core Strategy is very clear that the Council need to identify sites for development in this 
Plan period for around 550 dwellings. The NPPF is also clear in requiring Local Planning 
Authorities to identify sufficient land for safeguarding. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will 
be pressures to release safeguarded sites for development, the Site Allocations DPD is clear in 
stating that they will only be considered for development through the review of either the Core 
Strategy and/or the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As stated in Section B of the Site Allocations DPD, the proposed site is not allocated for 
development during this plan period. It is safeguarded to ensure that their future development 
is not compromised. It is not expected that these sites will be strongly resisted unless it can be 
justified as an acceptable use in the Green Belt in line with the requirements of Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. The Council's approach to looking ahead into the future beyond the period 
of the Core Strategy is necessary to ensure that there is a permanent and enduring defensible 
boundary of the Green Belt and to be consistent with national planning policy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB11 Although the site is safeguarded until 2027, there will be 
pressure to release the land for development prior to that 
date. Please reconsider the plans. 

None stated. The Core Strategy is very clear that the Council need to identify sites for development in this 
Plan period for around 550 dwellings. The NPPF is also clear in requiring Local Planning 
Authorities to identify sufficient land for safeguarding. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will 
be pressures to release safeguarded sites for development, the Site Allocations DPD is clear in 
stating that they will only be considered for development through the review of either the Core 
Strategy and/or the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As stated in Section B of the Site Allocations DPD, the proposed site is not allocated for 
development during this plan period. It is safeguarded to ensure that their future development 
is not compromised. It is not expected that these sites will be strongly resisted unless it can be 
justified as an acceptable use in the Green Belt in line with the requirements of Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. The Council's approach to looking ahead into the future beyond the period 
of the Core Strategy is necessary to ensure that there is a permanent and enduring defensible 
boundary of the Green Belt and to be consistent with national planning policy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB14 Although the site is safeguarded until 2027, there will be 
pressure to release the land for development prior to that 
date. Please reconsider the plans. 

None stated. The Core Strategy is very clear that the Council need to identify sites for development in this 
Plan period for around 550 dwellings. The NPPF is also clear in requiring Local Planning 
Authorities to identify sufficient land for safeguarding. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will 
be pressures to release safeguarded sites for development, the Site Allocations DPD is clear in 
stating that they will only be considered for development through the review of either the Core 
Strategy and/or the Site Allocations DPD. 
 
As stated in Section B of the Site Allocations DPD, the proposed site is not allocated for 
development during this plan period. It is safeguarded to ensure that their future development 
is not compromised. It is not expected that these sites will be strongly resisted unless it can be 
justified as an acceptable use in the Green Belt in line with the requirements of Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. The Council's approach to looking ahead into the future beyond the period 
of the Core Strategy is necessary to ensure that there is a permanent and enduring defensible 
boundary of the Green Belt and to be consistent with national planning policy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB8 Mayford is a rural community. There are three single lane 
bridges in the area and roads with no pavements. 
Development will put a severe strain on existing 
infrastructure across south Woking, particularly with a new 
school on Egley Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
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. 
 
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. 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB9 Mayford is a rural community. There are three single lane 
bridges in the area and roads with no pavements. 
Development will put a severe strain on existing 
infrastructure across south Woking, particularly with a new 
school on Egley Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
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. 
 
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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1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB10 Mayford is a rural community. There are three single lane 
bridges in the area and roads with no pavements. 
Development will put a severe strain on existing 
infrastructure across south Woking, particularly with a new 
school on Egley Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
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. 
 
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 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB11 Mayford is a rural community. There are three single lane 
bridges in the area and roads with no pavements. 
Development will put a severe strain on existing 
infrastructure across south Woking, particularly with a new 
school on Egley Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
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 
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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. 

1555 Veronica Hiscocks GB14 Mayford is a rural community. There are three single lane 
bridges in the area and roads with no pavements. 
Development will put a severe strain on existing 
infrastructure across south Woking, particularly with a new 
school on Egley Road. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
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. 
 
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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
The proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes design requirements that will ensure that the siting, layout 
and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and 
the character and landscape setting of the area. The site will also remain within the Green Belt 
and therefore the design and layout of the proposed allocation will have to be in general 
conformity with the relevant policies of the NPPF and Core Strategy. 

719 Susan Hobbs 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. 

None stated. All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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. 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 

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

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. 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

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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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. 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 are 
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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 are 
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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 are 
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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 are 
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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 
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719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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719 Susan Hobbs 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 above. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs GB7 The site is partly within Flood Zone 3 and Flood Zone 2. This 
will result in development being closer to the road which will 
have unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness and character of the area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

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

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs GB11 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

282 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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.  

719 Susan Hobbs GB10 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road 
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the 
local area will make this much worse. There are also very 
few pedestrian footpaths. There are three single lane bridges 
in the area and they will be unable to handle any additional 
traffic. Additional increase in congestion will also occur at 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

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.  

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

719 Susan Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

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.  
 
The Council fully acknowledge the existing public transport provision in the local area. As part 
of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to 
see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service 
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties 
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future 
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected 
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   
 
The proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the development 
of the site acceptable. This includes design requirements that will ensure that the siting, layout 
and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and 
the character and landscape setting of the area. The site will also remain within the Green Belt 
and therefore the design and layout of the proposed allocation will have to be in general 
conformity with the relevant policies of the NPPF and Core Strategy. 

720 Roger Hobbs 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. 

None stated. All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground 
works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic 
uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully 
assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse 
impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site 
minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape setting 
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable. 
 
It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported 
management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection, 
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally 
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts 
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line 
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the 
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed 
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the 
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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will not change in this particular location. 

720 Roger Hobbs GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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merging if Mayford is developed further. 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs GB7 The site is adjacent to 22 houses, including heritage assets. 
Development should comply with CS14, CS24 and the 
PPFTS in that it should have not adverse impacts on the 
character of the local area or local environment. 
 
The site was granted planning permission in 1987 for one 
family only. Additional pitches will have unacceptable 
adverse impacts on the visual amenity, character of the area 
and local environment and will have an adverse impact on 
the openness of the area which is contrary to CS6, CS14, 
CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD. 
 
Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate the extent of 
cooperation relevant organisations and neighbouring authorities.  

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

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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allowed within 400m. 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been 
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing 
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by 
inappropriate development 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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720 Roger Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 above. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs GB7 The site is partly within Flood Zone 3 and Flood Zone 2. This 
will result in development being closer to the road which will 
have unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness and character of the area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 
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720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs GB11 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

291 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

 
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.  

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

292 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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.  

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs GB10 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road 
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the 
local area will make this much worse. There are also very 
few pedestrian footpaths. There are three single lane bridges 
in the area and they will be unable to handle any additional 
traffic. Additional increase in congestion will also occur at 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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in the area and they will be unable to handle any additional 
traffic. Additional increase in congestion will also occur at 
Worplesdon Station. 

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.  

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

720 Roger Hobbs 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 

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

of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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. 

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. 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

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

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden GB7 The site is adjacent to 22 houses, including heritage assets. 
Development should comply with CS14, CS24 and the 
PPFTS in that it should have not adverse impacts on the 
character of the local area or local environment. 
 
The site was granted planning permission in 1987 for one 
family only. Additional pitches will have unacceptable 
adverse impacts on the visual amenity, character of the area 
and local environment and will have an adverse impact on 
the openness of the area which is contrary to CS6, CS14, 
CS24 and the Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD. 
 
Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused 
applications on this site because they reduce the openness 
of a Green Belt area. 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 
Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: 
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to 
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the 
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is 
sustainable.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 
 
The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green 
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 
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802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden GB8 Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m 
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are 

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 
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'Important Bird Areas'. The Mayford Village Society is 
pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

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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inappropriate development 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden GB7 The site is partly within Flood Zone 3 and Flood Zone 2. This 
will result in development being closer to the road which will 
have unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness and character of the area. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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.  

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 
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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. 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden GB11 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 
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802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

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

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden GB10 The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving 
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much 
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road 
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the 
local area will make this much worse. There are also very 
few pedestrian footpaths. There are three single lane bridges 
in the area and they will be unable to handle any additional 
traffic. Additional increase in congestion will also occur at 
Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to 
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local 
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour 
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council 
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the lack of 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 
 
The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in 
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of 
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to 
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific 
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning 
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 

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.  

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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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802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

802 Earnest Holden 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 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

910 Robert Hollands GB9 No justification for development on Green Belt land, 
Infrastructure is already at capacity and development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with utility service providers to 
make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

910 Robert Hollands GB10 No justification for development on Green Belt land, 
Infrastructure is already at capacity and development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with utility service providers to 
make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

910 Robert Hollands GB11 No justification for development on Green Belt land, 
Infrastructure is already at capacity and development will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 
 
As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with utility service providers to 
make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

910 Robert Hollands GB9 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

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

910 Robert Hollands GB10 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

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

910 Robert Hollands GB11 Please also refer to the response by the Mayford Village 
Society who I am happy also to represent my views. 

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

1304 Kate Holland UA27 Generally support the allocation of UA27 for residential 
development but seeks specific reference to retirement 
housing as a potential use of the site. This would contribute 
to the delivery of retirement accommodation to meet the 
Council's need identified in its evidence base. 
Affordable housing will need to take into account that 
development will provide specialist accommodation to meet 
the needs of the elderly.   
 
There is a need to enlarge the site area to include a total 
0.29 ha to reflect land in PegasusLife has control.  
 
The representation sets out the company's (PegasusLife) 
priorities and what it's seeking to achieve as a provider of 
retirement housing. 

None stated. Since the publication of the draft Site Allocation DPD, planning permission has been granted 
(subject to a legal agreement) for the development of the site (see plan reference 
PLAN/2015/0989). The proposal is for the demolition of the existing buildings and the 
redevelopment to provide 34no. retirement apartments.  
 
The Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  
 
The site area will be amended to include the wider area.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 Background information for the site is provided. 
 
PegasusLife have control of a larger area of land than is 
currently proposed to be allocated (site plan provided) under 

None stated. Noted. 
 
The Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  

Make changes to 
reflect the planning 
status of the site 
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UA27.  
 
The closest bus stops are 200m away and there are 
footpaths towards Woking Town Centre.  
 
37 retirement apartments are being proposed.  

 
Panning permission has been granted (subject to a legal agreement) for the development of 
the site (see plan reference PLAN/2015/0989). The proposal is for the demolition of the 
existing buildings and the redevelopment to provide 34no. retirement apartments.  

1304 Kate Holland UA27 UA27 seeks to allocate the site for 16 dwellings (40% 
affordable).  
 
The NPPF test of soundness are highlighted 

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

1304 Kate Holland UA27 The CS policy CS10 sets indicative densities of 200dph 
within Woking Town Centre and the NPPF sets out that 
regard should be had to the surrounding characteristics.  
 
The density of the proposed scheme is inconsistent with 
policy.  

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 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 CS13 confirms that the Council will support development of 
specialist accommodation for older people and vulnerable 
groups in sustainable locations and states that the Council 
will allocate specific sites to meet the need.  
 
The NPPF emphasises that LPA should plan for a mix of 
housing based on current and future demographic and 
market trends and needs. LPA should identify specific types 
of housing as part of the assessment of future need for 
specialist older person accommodation. The Council had 
made no such assessment.  

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.  
 
In addition, the Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  

Make changes to 
reflect the planning 
status of the site 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 CS12 sets out the Affordable housing requirements. This 
requires a proposal of 15 or more dwellings to provide 40% 
affordable housing.  
It is suggested that, a development scheme comprising of 
retirement accommodation would meet the needs of a 
particular group that would otherwise be underprovided for. 
There should be flexibility in the affordable housing element 
taking into account the context, viability, of the proposal.  
The building will be vacant when it becomes available and 
building credit should be applied and the vacant building 
credit should be applied.  

None stated. The Key Requirements for the proposal clearly states that contributions towards Affordable 
Housing provision will be in accordance with Policy CS12. To clarify the point, the requirement 
for this particular proposal site has been restated here in the Key Requirements. The Key 
Requirement for site proposals set out a list/criteria that should be met for the site to come 
forward and signposts to a relevant policy without repeating the details of it. This would make 
proposals unnecessarily long. The Site Allocation DPD should be read in conjunction with other 
Development Plan Documents and policies and guidance.  
CS12 clearly explains the requirements, tenure mix, viability and exceptional circumstances. 
The Council is of the view that it does not need repeating here.  
 
With regards to Vacant Building Credit, following a High Court judgement the national planning 
practice guidance on Affordable Housing contributions has changed. The Vacant Building 
Credit will no longer apply 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 Suggests that the land should be extended to including all 
land under PegasusLife. The plan should be also be 
allocated for residential. 

Include all land 
under the 
control of 
PegasusLife. 

The Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  
 
The site area will be amended. 

Updated the site area 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 A scheme for retirement accommodation would enable a 
higher density development as less parking would be 
required.  
 
It should be noted the pre-application discussions have been 
undertaken and it has indicated general support for  a higher 
density scheme.  
 
The argument is made that proposals should be higher than 
it has been allocated.  

None stated. The Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  

Make changes to 
reflect the planning 
status of the site 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 The Council forecasts the proportion of the population that 
will be older by 2026 but does not make any assessment of 
how the needs will be met.  
It is noted that between 2013-2014 no new older people 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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accommodation was completed within the borough. This 
suggests that WBC will have an undersupply of specialist 
housing for older people in the future.  

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.  

1304 Kate Holland UA27 High density development is supported on this site, this 
ensures efficient use of land.  
 
PegasusLife supports adequate provision of housing to meet 
the needs of all sections of the community, including older 
people. The site allocation does not allow for significant 
allocation and therefore this site should be specifically 
allocated for retirement accommodation.  
 
A development density of 120-130 dph is recommended over 
the proposed 75 dph. 
 
Suggests wording be added that affordable housing 
provision should take into account that the development will 
provide specialist accommodation to meet the needs of the 
elderly, and vacant building credit for the existing buildings of 
the site 

Amend text: 
Increase 
density from 
75dph to 120-
130 dph 
 
Add: 
This 0.29 
hectare site is 
allocated for 
residential 
development, 
with a 
preference for 
a development 
of retirement 
accommodatio
n of 
approximately 
37 dwellings.  
 
Delete: 
This 0.18 ha 
site is 
allocated for 
residential 
development, 
including 
Affordable 
Housing. 
 
Add: 
Contribution 
towards 
Affordable 
Housing taking 
into account 
that the 
development 
will provide 
specialist 
accommodatio
n to meet the 
needs of the 
elderly, and 
vacant building 
credit for the 
existing 
buildings on 
the site.  
 
Delete: 
Contribution 
towards 
Affordable 
Housing 
provision in 

With regards to the density, this has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 18.0 
 
With regards to affordable housing requirements, this has been addressed above. 
 
The Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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accordance 
with Policy 
CS12: 
Affordable 
Housing of the 
Core Strategy, 
in this case 
40% to be 
provided in 
situ. 
 
Add: 
Include 
additional land 
area for 
allocation 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 Only one site in the Site Allocation GB16, is identified as 
making provision for housing for the elderly. It is not likely 
and has not been demonstrated that this one site will provide 
sufficient accommodation to meet the identified need. 
 
The site is controlled by a specialist retirement housing 
provider and should be specifically allocated for this type of 
housing.  

None stated. The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough. There are two sites within the Site Allocation DPD which have been identified as 
having potential to accommodate older people accommodation.  
 
In addition, the Council will make relevant amendments to the DPD to reflect the updated 
planning/development status of proposal sites.  
 
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.  

Make changes to 
reflect the planning 
status of the site 

1304 Kate Holland UA27 The surrounding area is generally industrial buildings and a 
builders yard. Given the scale of neighbouring buildings and 
the commercial character of the area, the site could 
accommodate high density without causing harm to the 
established character.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 18.0 and 23.0 
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of proposal sites takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse 
impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB12 Concerned about the very significant negative impact 
development would have on the village and the way in which 
the Borough Executive has approached the process with 
regard to engaging with Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum's 
representatives and responding to previous letters raising 
significant concerns. 
 
The Borough has deviated from the recommendations of 
your own independent advisors, Peter Brett Associates, 
when approving the draft Site Allocations DPD. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 23, 19, 17. The Council is satisfied that the proposals will not 
significantly undermine the overall character of the area. The Regulation 18 consultation was 
extensive. The matter in which consultation had been organised is comprehensively addressed 
in the Issues and Matter Topic Paper at Section 6. It is also highlighted that the Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum had been kept up to date on progress with the preparation of the DPD 
at various meeting with the Council. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB12 Concern about the significant impact such a large 
fundamental change to the appearance and character of the 
village, resulting in a permanent change of the natural 
landscape and views which are vital resource of open space 
so limited in the vicinity of 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 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB12 Major concern about the impact of a significant increase in 
traffic volume in and around the village, increasing the 
congestion particularly at peak times. 

None stated. The overall approach to dealing with the traffic implications of the proposals 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of 
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB12 Fundamental concern over the ability of existing 
infrastructure of Pyrford village to accommodate a large 
number of new residents. The School, already full and being 
re-developed to accommodate existing demand, would again 
be full beyond capacity with the expected demand for new 
places. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB12 Whilst it is impossible to deny the need for more, affordable 
housing in the Borough, need to examine all potential sites in 
the right way. Is a wholesale change to the character, 
countryside and infrastructure of Pyrford village the right 
approach, taking into account all sites on their merit and 
especially the feedback from independent sources? With the 
ageing population, the focus should be on finding more 
appropriate homes for those who wish to downsize but 
remain in the local community, releasing existing properties 
in the village. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of 
the area will not be significantly undermined. The matter has been comprehensively addressed 
in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper Sections 23 and 19. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB13 Concerned about the very significant negative impact 
development would have on the village and the way in which 
the Borough Executive has approached the process with 
regard to engaging with Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum's 
representatives and responding to previous letters raising 
significant concerns. 
 
The Borough has deviated from the recommendations of 
your own independent advisors, Peter Brett Associates, 
when approving the draft Site Allocations DPD. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 23, 19, 17. The Council is satisfied that the proposals will not 
significantly undermine the overall character of the area. The Regulation 18 consultation was 
extensive. The matter in which consultation had been organised is comprehensively addressed 
in the Issues and Matter Topic Paper at Section 6. It is also highlighted that the Pyrford 
Neighbourhood Forum had been kept up to date on progress with the preparation of the DPD 
at various meeting with the Council. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB13 Concern about the significant impact such a large 
fundamental change to the appearance and character of the 
village, resulting in a permanent change of the natural 
landscape and views which are vital resource of open space 
so limited in the vicinity of 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 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB13 Major concern about the impact of a significant increase in 
traffic volume in and around the village, increasing the 
congestion particularly at peak times. 

None stated. The overall approach to dealing with the traffic implications of the proposals 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 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB13 Fundamental concern over the ability of existing 
infrastructure of Pyrford village to accommodate a large 
number of new residents. The School, already full and being 
re-developed to accommodate existing demand, would again 
be full beyond capacity with the expected demand for new 
places. 

None stated. The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

150 Tony Hollingsbee GB13 Whilst it is impossible to deny the need for more, affordable 
housing in the Borough, need to examine all potential sites in 
the right way. Is a wholesale change to the character, 
countryside and infrastructure of Pyrford village the right 
approach, taking into account all sites on their merit and 
especially the feedback from independent sources? With the 

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. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of 
the area will not be significantly undermined. The matter has been comprehensively addressed 
in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper Sections 23 and 19. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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ageing population, the focus should be on finding more 
appropriate homes for those who wish to downsize but 
remain in the local community, releasing existing properties 
in the village. 

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB12 Concerned about the significant negative impacts the 
proposal will have on the village. Also concerned about the 
process of preparing the document and how the Executive 
ignored the views of the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum. 
Concerned that WBC have ignored the recommendations of 
the GBBR. 

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 representation regarding the recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review has 
been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 17.0. 
 
In addition, the representation regarding the impact of development on the character of Pyrford 
has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB13 Concerned about the significant negative impacts the 
proposal will have on the village. Also concerned about the 
process of preparing the document and how the Executive 
ignored the views of the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum. 
Concerned that WBC have ignored the recommendations of 
the GBBR. 

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 representation regarding the recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review has 
been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 17.0. 
 
In addition, the representation regarding the impact of development on the character of Pyrford 
has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB12 The impact of the proposals will change the appearance and 
character of the village and would permanently change the 
natural landscape and views. These are a vital resource of 
open space which are limited in the local area. 

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 representation regarding 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 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 

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB13 The impact of the proposals will change the appearance and 
character of the village and would permanently change the 
natural landscape and views. These are a vital resource of 
open space which are limited in the local area. 

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 

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

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB12 Concerned about the increase in volume of traffic and 
congestion. The existing infrastructure will not be able to 
cope with additional increases in population including the 
existing Primary 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 and 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.  
 
It should be noted that 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 the existing infrastructure of Pyrford as been set out in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraphs 3.8 to 3.11.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB13 Concerned about the increase in volume of traffic and 
congestion. The existing infrastructure will not be able to 
cope with additional increases in population including the 
existing Primary 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 

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 and 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.  
 
It should be noted that 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 the existing infrastructure of Pyrford as been set out in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraphs 3.8 to 3.11.  

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB12 There is a need for more affordable housing in the borough 
but all potential sites should be considered in the correct 
way. Is the wholesale change to the character, countryside 
and infrastructure of Pyrford the right approach considering 
all sites assessed on their merit and the recommendations in 
the GBBR. There should be a focus on providing elderly 
accommodation to release existing houses in the village. 

Should provide 
more elderly 
accommodatio
n to release 
existing 
houses in 
Pyrford 

The Council agrees with the representation regarding the need for more (affordable) housing in 
the Borough. The Council's housing need is set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 for more information.  
 
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, in identifying sites for development and future development needs, has 
considered a number of evidence based documents to inform the Site Allocations DPD. The 
Green belt boundary review is only one document the Council's has used to inform the DPD. 
Other evidence base studies such as the Sustainability Appraisal Report, Transport 
Assessment have also played a key role in informing the DPD. The full list of the evidence 
base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD.  
 
The Council notes the representation and proposed modification to provide more elderly 
accommodation in Pyrford as a possible solution to meet the local housing requirements. Core 
Strategy Policy CS13 states that the Council will encourage the provision of elderly 
accommodation in sustainable locations across the Borough. It is recognised that this will help 
in freeing up family sized housing in the Borough. Nevertheless this alone will not reduce the 
amount of land/or dwellings required to meet the local housing need. Therefore, in order to 
ensure the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy, the Council is following national 
planning policy in seeking to allocate land for development to meet existing and future housing 
needs. More information on safeguarding land for future development needs is set out in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1644 Carla Hollingsbee GB13 There is a need for more affordable housing in the borough 
but all potential sites should be considered in the correct 
way. Is the wholesale change to the character, countryside 
and infrastructure of Pyrford the right approach considering 
all sites assessed on their merit and the recommendations in 
the GBBR. There should be a focus on providing elderly 
accommodation to release existing houses in the village. 

Should provide 
more elderly 
accommodatio
n to release 
existing 
houses in 
Pyrford 

The Council agrees with the representation regarding the need for more (affordable) housing in 
the Borough. The Council's housing need is set out in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0 for more information.  
 
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, 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the Council is satisfied that the social, environmental and economic character of the area will 
not be significantly undermined. 
 
The Council, in identifying sites for development and future development needs, has 
considered a number of evidence based documents to inform the Site Allocations DPD. The 
Green belt boundary review is only one document the Council's has used to inform the DPD. 
Other evidence base studies such as the Sustainability Appraisal Report, Transport 
Assessment have also played a key role in informing the DPD. The full list of the evidence 
base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD.  
 
The Council notes the representation and proposed modification to provide more elderly 
accommodation in Pyrford as a possible solution to meet the local housing requirements. Core 
Strategy Policy CS13 states that the Council will encourage the provision of elderly 
accommodation in sustainable locations across the Borough. It is recognised that this will help 
in freeing up family sized housing in the Borough. Nevertheless this alone will not reduce the 
amount of land/or dwellings required to meet the local housing need. Therefore, in order to 
ensure the comprehensive delivery of the Core Strategy, the Council is following national 
planning policy in seeking to allocate land for development to meet existing and future housing 
needs. More information on safeguarding land for future development needs is set out in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 2.0. 

78 Martin Holmes GB12 Concerned with the existing road network and capacity. 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 

78 Martin Holmes GB13 Concerned with the existing road network and capacity. 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 

78 Martin Holmes GB12 Concerned at the existing high water table and the impact 
future development will have. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the development will affect the water table in the area. In any case, this 
is a site specific issue that will be addressed as part of the development management process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

78 Martin Holmes GB13 Concerned at the existing high water table and the impact 
future development will have. 

None stated. It is not envisaged that the development will adversely impact on the water table. In any case 
this is a site specific matter that will be addressed as part of the development management 
process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

699 Robert W Holmes GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. Despite the 
analysis in the GBBR, development would extend the urban 
area up to Pyrford Common Road and result in uncontrolled 
growth in the Green Belt. This goes against the Woking 
Green Belt proposals as it is deemed 'very low' for suitability 
for development and no justification has been made. 

None stated. It is a fact that the Council did not take forward the entire recommendations of the Green Belt 
boundary review in the Site Allocations DPD. For example, the Council did not take forward the 
recommendation to release from the Green Belt sites to rationalise the Green Belt boundary 
but not for the purposes of development. The Council has been transparent about the reasons 
for not accepting some of the recommendations in relevant committee reports. Nevertheless, 
the recommendations have been broadly followed where it has been necessary to do so taking 
into account all other available evidence. It is important to emphasise that the Green Belt 
boundary review is only one of a number of evidence base studies that has been used to 
inform the DPD. Other evidence base studies such as the Sustainability Appraisal Report, 
Transport Assessment have also played a key role in informing the DPD. The full list of the 
evidence base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The representation regarding the impact on landscape has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council believe that the Green Belt boundary review and other documents within the 
evidence base provide a robust foundation for creating a defensible and enduring Green Belt 
boundary. As set out in the NPPF, Green Belt boundaries when redrawn should use physical 
features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. The Council therefore 
considers the draft Site Allocations DPD to be consistent with national policy. 

699 Robert W Holmes GB13 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. Despite the 
analysis in the GBBR, development would extend the urban 
area up to Pyrford Common Road and result in uncontrolled 
growth in the Green Belt. This goes against the Woking 
Green Belt proposals as it is deemed 'very low' for suitability 
for development and no justification has been made. 

None stated. It is a fact that the Council did not take forward the entire recommendations of the Green Belt 
boundary review in the Site Allocations DPD. For example, the Council did not take forward the 
recommendation to release from the Green Belt sites to rationalise the Green Belt boundary 
but not for the purposes of development. The Council has been transparent about the reasons 
for not accepting some of the recommendations in relevant committee reports. Nevertheless, 
the recommendations have been broadly followed where it has been necessary to do so taking 
into account all other available evidence. It is important to emphasise that the Green Belt 
boundary review is only one of a number of evidence base studies that has been used to 
inform the DPD. Other evidence base studies such as the Sustainability Appraisal Report, 
Transport Assessment have also played a key role in informing the DPD. The full list of the 
evidence base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD.  
 
The representation regarding the impact on landscape has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council believe that the Green Belt boundary review and other documents within the 
evidence base provide a robust foundation for creating a defensible and enduring Green Belt 
boundary. As set out in the NPPF, Green Belt boundaries when redrawn should use physical 
features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. The Council therefore 
considers the draft Site Allocations DPD to be consistent with national policy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

699 Robert W Holmes GB12 Pyrford is special. The views of Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum have not been taken into account.  

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).  
 
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 

699 Robert W Holmes GB13 Pyrford is special. The views of Pyrford Neighbourhood 
Forum have not been taken into account.  

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).  
 
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 

699 Robert W Holmes GB12 Pyrford school is 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 

699 Robert W Holmes GB13 Pyrford school is 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 

699 Robert W Holmes GB12 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. Upgrading local junctions will have 
an environmental impact. 

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 

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. 
 
The Council and other relevant stakeholders will consider the environmental impact of any road 
improvement proposals to ensure that there is minimal impact on the environment. The 
emerging policies of the Development Management Policies DPD and the Core Strategy 
provide a robust policy framework to protect the natural environment.  

699 Robert W Holmes GB13 The road network is at capacity and further development will 
make the situation worse. Upgrading local junctions will have 
an environmental impact. 

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 and other relevant stakeholders will consider the environmental impact of any road 
improvement proposals to ensure that there is minimal impact on the environment. The 
emerging policies of the Development Management Policies DPD and the Core Strategy 
provide a robust policy framework to protect the natural environment.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for 
development (e.g. owned by the Council or a Developer) 
more 'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of 
land has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt 
or not. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the 
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where 
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for 
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; 
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West 
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have 
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it 
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated 
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement 
meeting on 6 July 2015.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not 
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional 
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future 
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any 
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood 
Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches 
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with 
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness 
and character.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, 
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, 
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller 
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. 

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

It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1020 R Holmwood GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have 
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no 
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a 
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency 
vehicle' requirements, no water hydrant, site lighting, mains 
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. 

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

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

1020 R Holmwood GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless 
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet 
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and 
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re-
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the 
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller 
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green 
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on 
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately 
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a 
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and How Stream SNCI. An 
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on 
two environmentally sensitive sites. 

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

The Council agrees with 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character 
and local environments and that sites should not have 
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core 
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a 
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century 
Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts 
Heath Common to open countryside.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, 
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. 
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no 
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it 
is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise 
pollution, and the approved 'lorry route' on the B380 would 
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of 
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a 
footpath.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1020 R Holmwood GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and 
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable 
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management 
states that residents should be discouraged from working 
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to 
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy Policy H (?) 
outlines that sites should positively enhance the environment 
and increase openness. Inclusion of business use would 
inflict a small scale industrial estate with associated noise, 
traffic and nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of 
keeping with the amenity and character of the immediate 
area.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk 
to children from the Hoe stream. Debris in the river as a 
result of additional occupiers or business activity would add 
to the likelihood of uncontrolled flooding.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded 
management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to 
make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that 
increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water 
pollution to the Hoe Stream.  
 
This representation regarding flooding 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible Green Belt 
boundary” – “strong” boundaries are considered to be 
motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, prominent 
physical features, protected woodlands – the proposed 
changes would in fact make a weaker boundary due to 
removal of the escarpment. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the 
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn 
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the 
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the 
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to 
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14 
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane 
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been 
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the 

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. 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional 
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not 
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the 
Green Belt by inappropriate development  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for 
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the 
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic 
viable at a low density. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large 
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather 
than one extended family, provision of a communal building 
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front 
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the 
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a 
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the 
area. 

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

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 
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 

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

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation 
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles 
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results 
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford 
should Mayford develop further. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood 
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller 
community. There is no justification for further expansion in 
Mayford.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford 
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google 
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half 
an hour. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1020 R Holmwood General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football 
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded 
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking 
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead 
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
applications on this site because it would reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (1999 Local Plan 
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not 
be considered for development.  

None stated. 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 

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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successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a 
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green 
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and 
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International, 
so should have buffers applied for the same reason.   The 
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of 
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if 
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion 
buffer.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its 
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to 
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these 
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site 
as a Traveller site. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood 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 

1020 R Holmwood 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 
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1020 R Holmwood 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 

1020 R Holmwood 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, 
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few 
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, 
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes 
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the 
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the 
other proposed development. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding 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 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood 
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run 
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 

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 
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sites for development in its Plan. of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been produced to 
demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Brownfield 
sites for development in its Plan. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating 
that if availability has not been established with landowners, 
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller 
use. Residents understand that Mr Lee, the owner/ occupier 
of Ten Acre Farm has not confirmed availability and 
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. 

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

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 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. 
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten 
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 
million. 

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

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

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns 
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination 
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be 
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially 
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an 
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly 
decontaminated should development be considered.  

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for 
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as 
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and 
immediate surroundings could be explored for future 
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states 
that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the 
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's 
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.  

The site 
should be 
removed from 
the DPD for 
the reasons 
stated. 
The DPD uses 
the term from 
the GBR of 
‘intensification’ 
of Ten Acre 
Farm which is 
incorrect. The 
TTA term of 
‘expansion’ is 
the correct 
term for the 
DPD proposal. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's 
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b 
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional 
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the 
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller 
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable 
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the 
only sites put forward. 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary 
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation 
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt 
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of 
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong 
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong 
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition 
Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has 
a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or 
enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley 
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is 
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a 
precursor to housing development on fields either side. 

None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is 
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary 
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school 
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries 
without a Landscape Character Assessment, questioning the 
validity of the review and why areas of landscape importance 
are ignored. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis 
of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and 
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops, 
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of 
new development would be isolated unless they have a 
vehicle.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one 
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be 
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. 
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice 
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will 
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, 
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the 
local environment, and will not positively increase the 
openness of the area, nor the rural street scene.  

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

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 4.0, in particular paragraph 4.3 and 4.8.  
 
It is important to note, the Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites’ 2008 guidance does 
recommend a maximum of 15 pitches per site to ensure a comfortable living environment and 
also allows for easy management. Nevertheless, the maximum of 15 pitches per site is 
guidance and is not a prescribed limit. The Council is aware of other Gypsy and Traveller sites 
in adjoining boroughs and elsewhere in the country which exceed this recommended limit, 
where there is no known amenity issues or management issues.  
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Please note that Development Plan Policies, including those in the Core Strategy and 
emerging Development Management Policies will also need to be met. 

1020 R Holmwood GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require 
significant acoustic barriers. 

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

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 

1020 R Holmwood 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 

1020 R Holmwood 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 

1020 R Holmwood 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 

1020 R Holmwood 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 

481 B Holohan GB12 Imagine the completely altered experience driving along 
Pyrford Common Road with two large residential estates 
alongside. 

None stated. Comment noted, however the sites would be sensitively designed, in accordance with the Core 
Strategy, and the Key Requirements of the draft allocation, to minimise visual impact. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

481 B Holohan GB13 Imagine the completely altered experience driving along 
Pyrford Common Road with two large residential estates 
alongside. 

None stated. Comment noted, however the sites would be sensitively designed, in accordance with the Core 
Strategy, and the Key Requirements of the draft allocation, to minimise visual impact. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

481 B Holohan GB12 Urges the Council not to sacrifice the Green Belt sites of 
Lovelace Road and Aviary Road for housing development. 
The area's attraction is its rural charm. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0.  In addition, 
the landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. It is envisaged that planning to meet 
local housing need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt 
that the development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is 
expected that development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as outlined in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, environmental 
and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the development. Development will also 
be built to high environmental and design standards in accordance with the environmental and 
climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the 
social, environmental and economic character of the area will not be significantly undermined. 
 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 
improvements or new green infrastructure. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

481 B Holohan GB13 Urges the Council not to sacrifice the Green Belt sites of 
Lovelace Road and Aviary Road for housing development. 
The area's attraction is its rural charm. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0.  In addition, 
the landscape and townscape character of Pyrford is acknowledged and well documented in 
the Heritage of Woking and Woking Character Study. It is envisaged that planning to meet 
local housing need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. There is no doubt 
that the development of the sites will increase the population of Pyrford. However, it is 
expected that development will be supported by adequate infrastructure (as outlined in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0) to minimise any social, environmental 
and infrastructure pressures in the area as a result of the development. Development will also 
be built to high environmental and design standards in accordance with the environmental and 
climate change requirements of the Core Strategy. Overall, the Council is satisfied that the 
social, environmental and economic character of the area will not be significantly undermined. 
 
The key requirements for the site also note that the site must provide open space and include 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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improvements or new green infrastructure. 

481 B Holohan GB12 The Green Belt is the greatest legacy we can leave for future 
generations. Please do no abandon it. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

481 B Holohan GB13 The Green Belt is the greatest legacy we can leave for future 
generations. Please do no abandon it. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB8 The proposals will have a negative impact on quality of life in 
the village and a devastating impact on wildlife both on the 
site and on nearby heaths. 

None stated. The representation regarding the quality of life for residents has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
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 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 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB9 The proposals will have a negative impact on quality of life in 
the village and a devastating impact on wildlife both on the 
site and on nearby heaths. 

None stated. The representation regarding the quality of life for residents has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
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 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). 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB10 The proposals will have a negative impact on quality of life in 
the village and a devastating impact on wildlife both on the 
site and on nearby heaths. 

None stated. The representation regarding the quality of life for residents has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
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 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 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB11 The proposals will have a negative impact on quality of life in 
the village and a devastating impact on wildlife both on the 
site and on nearby heaths. 

None stated. The representation regarding the quality of life for residents has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 
 
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 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 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB8 Please reconsider the plans. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

None stated. The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB9 Please reconsider the plans. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB10 Please reconsider the plans. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB11 Please reconsider the plans. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would effect the 
character of the area and increase the risk to wildlife by 
having more domestic animals in close proximity. There is no 
amenity for future occupiers or space for any business 
activities. 

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. 
 
As noted above, the site is an established Traveller Site and provides a suitable amount of 
amenity space for the existing residents. The proposed additional pitches will continue to be 
well served by amenity space and will be considered against best practice Traveller Site 
guidance. The representation regarding business related activities has been 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 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB8 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure whilst 
Mayford village has no services. Worplesdon Station is 
inaccessible with unlit pedestrian footpaths leading to and 
away from the station. The station car park can not cope with 
demand. Other developments in the local area will increase 
congestion and safety issues. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact 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 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 key requirements for site GB8 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 as the site has planning permission for a new school and associated leisure 
facilities. 
 
The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the 
everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would 
inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops 
and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to 
travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the 
footpaths to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure whilst 
Mayford village has no services. Worplesdon Station is 
inaccessible with unlit pedestrian footpaths leading to and 
away from the station. The station car park can not cope with 
demand. Other developments in the local area will increase 
congestion and safety issues. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact 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 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 key requirements for site GB8 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 as the site has planning permission for a new school and associated leisure 
facilities. 
 
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. 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the 
footpaths to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure whilst 
Mayford village has no services. Worplesdon Station is 
inaccessible with unlit pedestrian footpaths leading to and 
away from the station. The station car park can not cope with 
demand. Other developments in the local area will increase 
congestion and safety issues. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact 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 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 key requirements for site GB8 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 as the site has planning permission for a new school and associated leisure 
facilities. 
 
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. 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the 
footpaths to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure whilst 
Mayford village has no services. Worplesdon Station is 
inaccessible with unlit pedestrian footpaths leading to and 
away from the station. The station car park can not cope with 
demand. Other developments in the local area will increase 
congestion and safety issues. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact 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 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 key requirements for site GB8 note a number of site specific infrastructure improvements 
that will need to be carried out before the site becomes operational. The proposed school has 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 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. 
 
South West Trains has already identified that car parking provision at Brookwood Station is not 
adequate to meet demand and is proposing to increase capacity. The Council will continue to 
work with Network Rail and the train operator to address the facilities at all of the boroughs 
railway stations.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding the 
footpaths to Worplesdon Station to see what can be done to address the existing situation. 
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including 
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible. 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. It will increase the risk of merging 
with Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. It will increase the risk of merging 
with Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. It will increase the risk of merging 
with Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. It will increase the risk of merging 
with Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1601 Colin, Pat Honey GB7 Object to proposals due to the impact on Mayford. There are 
already a number of Traveller sites in the local area and see 
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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

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

852 John Hook GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the 
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed 
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal 
of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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traffic in the local area and the network will be gridlocked.  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.  

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook GB11 Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m 
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are 
'Important Bird Areas'. The Mayford Village Society is 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pursuing this and will result in development not being 
allowed within 400m. 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook GB8 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

852 John Hook GB9 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

852 John Hook GB10 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

852 John Hook GB11 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

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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properties. 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

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

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook GB11 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to 
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. 
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 
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852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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. 

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 

852 John Hook 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. 

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 

852 John Hook 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. 

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 

852 John Hook 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. 

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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 
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852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook GB8 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 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 

852 John Hook GB9 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 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 

852 John Hook GB10 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 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 

852 John Hook GB11 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 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 

852 John Hook 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 



H 

340 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

852 John Hook 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 

1341 Dean Hodson GB12 The representation is a resubmission of a representation 
submitted at the Core Strategy stage. 
The representation argues against development on GB12 
and GB13. seeking to demonstrate that representations 
submitted by the landowner/developer in support of the sites 
is not based on robust and credible evidence. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0. 
 
The Site Allocation DPD establishes the general principle of development on the site to meet 
future housing needs.  
 
Detailed information submitted by landowners/developers will need to be supported by 
evidence and will be assessed against all relevant Development Plan policies at the planning 
application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1341 Dean Hodson GB13 The representation is a resubmission of a representation 
submitted at the Core Strategy stage. 
The representation argues against development on GB12 
and GB13. seeking to demonstrate that representations 
submitted by the landowner/developer in support of the sites 
is not based on robust and credible evidence. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 2.0, 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0. 
 
The Site Allocation DPD establishes the general principle of development on the site to meet 
future housing needs.  
 
Detailed information submitted by landowners/developers will need to be supported by 
evidence and will be assessed against all relevant Development Plan policies at the planning 
application stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1341 Dean Hodson GB12 The landowner/developer's calculations of the distance from 
the site to local services and facilities are flawed. Based on 
the representor's calculations and experience (Director of 
Transport Planning Practice), which is argued as more 
accurate, the sites only meets the recommended distances 
in two out of the eleven cases, which clearly demonstrates 
that the site is in a highly unsustainable location.  

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 

1341 Dean Hodson GB13 The landowner/developer's calculations of the distance from 
the site to local services and facilities are flawed. Based on 
the representor's calculations and experience (Director of 
Transport Planning Practice), which is argued as more 
accurate, the sites only meets the recommended distances 
in two out of the eleven cases, which clearly demonstrates 
that the site is in a highly unsustainable location.  

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 

1341 Dean Hodson GB13 The site has historically been dismissed for removal from the 
GB (1988 Public Inquiry).  
The landowner/developer has submitted misleading 

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 Section 1.0. Based on the available evidence, the preferred sites are 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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information to support the sustainability credentials of the 
site.  
This representation contends, with its own assessment, that 
the site is highly unsustainable, with very poor accessibility to 
services, facilities and public transport.  

the most sustainable when compared against other alternative sites. Please see the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0, 17.0, and 3.0. 
 
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.   

1341 Dean Hodson GB12 The site has historically been dismissed for removal from the 
GB (1988 Public Inquiry).  
The landowner/developer has submitted misleading 
information to support the sustainability credentials of the 
site.  
This representation contends, with its own assessment, that 
the site is highly unsustainable, with very poor accessibility to 
services, facilities and public transport.  

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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1341 Dean Hodson GB12 Objects to development at Pyrford. The two sites should be 
excluded from further consideration 

None stated. Objection noted. However, 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.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1341 Dean Hodson GB13 Objects to development at Pyrford. The two sites should be 
excluded from further consideration 

None stated. The points raised in your representation have been addressed under each specific heading. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1341 Dean Hodson GB12 The PTAL is a common tool used to assess the extent and 
ease of access of an area or site by public transport. It is 
widely used by the London Boroughs and is supported by 
Transport for London.  
It is calculated that the PTAL value for the sites are 1.22. 
This puts them at the lowest possible banding of 1a, 
suggesting that the sites are poor in respect of public 
transport accessibility.  
It is also highly unlikely that bus operators would introduce 
additional services just to cater for these sites 

None stated. The Council is aware of the PTAL assessment and is aware that it is an approach adopted by 
London authorities. It is important to note that the public  transport system in the capital city is 
not comparable to other non- city regions.  
 
The Council has a comprehensive and robust evidence base that informs the Site Allocation 
DPD. Including a Sustainability Appraisal, 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. Overall,    
the evidence demonstrates that the preferred sites are the most sustainable when compared 
against other alternative sites. 
 
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 

1341 Dean Hodson GB13 The PTAL is a common tool used to assess the extent and 
ease of access of an area or site by public transport. It is 
widely used by the London Boroughs and is supported by 
Transport for London.  
It is calculated that the PTAL value for the sites are 1.22. 
This puts them at the lowest possible banding of 1a, 
suggesting that the sites are poor in respect of public 
transport accessibility.  
It is also highly unlikely that bus operators would introduce 
additional services just to cater for these sites 

None stated. The Council is aware of the PTAL assessment and is aware that it is an approach adopted by 
London authorities. It is important to note that the public  transport system in the capital city is 
not comparable to other non- city regions.  
 
The Council has a comprehensive and robust evidence base that informs the Site Allocation 
DPD. Including a Sustainability Appraisal, 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. Overall,    
the evidence demonstrates that the preferred sites are the most sustainable when compared 
against other alternative sites. 
 
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 

1341 Dean Hodson GB12 The representation assesses a separate representation 
submitted by the landowner. Various Planning Policy 
Statements and Planning Policy Guidance notes 
(superseded by the NPPF) are quoted which support that 
development should be located in sustainable locations - i.e 
close to local services and facilities and with good access to 
public transport and alternative forms of transport.  

None stated. It is important to highlight that Planning Policy Statements have been superseded by the 
National Planning Policy Framework NPPF. However national policy still requires development 
to be located in sustainable locations.  
 
The Council has considered the site against other sites, which have been subject of a 
Sustainability Appraisal. Based on the available evidence, the sites identified in the Council's 
Site Allocation are the most sustainable locations when compared against all other reasonable 
alternatives.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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It is considered that the landowner has failed to adequately 
demonstrate how the site complies with the policy. 

 
Please also see Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0. 

1341 Dean Hodson GB13 The representation assesses a separate representation 
submitted by the landowner. Various Planning Policy 
Statements and Planning Policy Guidance notes 
(superseded by the NPPF) are quoted which support that 
development should be located in sustainable locations - i.e 
close to local services and facilities and with good access to 
public transport and alternative forms of transport.  
It is considered that the landowner has failed to adequately 
demonstrate how the site complies with the policy. 

None stated. It is important to highlight that Planning Policy Statements have been superseded by the 
National Planning Policy Framework NPPF. However national policy still requires development 
to be located in sustainable locations.  
 
The Council has considered the site against other sites, which have been subject of a 
Sustainability Appraisal. Based on the available evidence, the sites identified in the Council's 
Site Allocation are the most sustainable locations when compared against all other reasonable 
alternatives.  
 
Please also see Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1399 Amanda Hodson GB15 Infrastructure will never cope with this amount of 
development 

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 

1399 Amanda Hodson General Infrastructure will never cope with this amount of 
development 

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 

1399 Amanda Hodson General Much of the borough still looks a complete mess; don't 
worsen it by losing beautiful Green Belt.  

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. The 
allocation's key requirements in addition to the Council's policies on design, landscape and 
environmental standards (CS21 and CS24 of the Core Strategy, the Design SPD and the 
emerging Development Management Policies DPD) will ensure a high standard of 
development. While environmental and design improvements may be needed in other parts of 
the Borough, it is not the remit or intention of the draft Site Allocations DPD to do this work. 
Other elements of the Council's work, including its recently released Biodiversity and Green 
Infrastructure Strategy may cover this - please refer to 
www.woking.gov.uk/environment/greeninf/naturalwoking  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1399 Amanda Hodson GB15 There is lots of brown belt land that really should be 
developed first. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1399 Amanda Hodson General There is lots of brown belt land that really should be 
developed first. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1350 Kay Hopes GB12 Object to proposals on environmental grounds. The area is a 
flood risk area. The potential impact of development on the 
local geology is a concern. 

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 

1350 Kay Hopes GB13 Object to proposals on environmental grounds. The area is a 
flood risk area. The potential impact of development on the 
local geology is a concern. 

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 

1350 Kay Hopes GB12 People have moved into the area for its charming character 
and natural landscape.  
Object to proposals for development in the GB. Pyrford is a 
small village and does not have the infrastructure capacity to 
accommodate another 400 houses 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 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). 
 
This representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1350 Kay Hopes GB13 People have moved into the area for its charming character 
and natural landscape.  
Object to proposals for development in the GB. Pyrford is a 
small village and does not have the infrastructure capacity to 
accommodate another 400 houses 

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

1350 Kay Hopes GB12 Pyrford already suffers from extreme congestion, made 
worse by problems on the A3 and M25. Traffic has increased 
considerably in the last few years. The proposals will 
exacerbate problems 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 

1350 Kay Hopes GB13 Pyrford already suffers from extreme congestion, made 
worse by problems on the A3 and M25. Traffic has increased 
considerably in the last few years. The proposals will 
exacerbate problems 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; 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 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB8 Chose to live in Mayford because of the nature of the village. 
The proposals will totally change its character. Mayford is 
unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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518 Lesley Hopkins GB11 Chose to live in Mayford because of the nature of the village. 
The proposals will totally change its character. Mayford is 
unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB14 Chose to live in Mayford because of the nature of the village. 
The proposals will totally change its character. Mayford is 
unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB7 Chose to live in Mayford because of the nature of the village. 
The proposals will totally change its character. Mayford is 
unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB9 Chose to live in Mayford because of the nature of the village. 
The proposals will totally change its character. Mayford is 
unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB7 Objects to the increase in traveller pitched as there are 
several travellers sites in close proximity to 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 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB8 Strongly objects to housing being built, as it would swallow 
up the Green Belt between Mayford and Woking and leave 
no discernible boundary between the two. Mayford would be 
dissolved into Woking and lost as a village.  

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

518 Lesley Hopkins GB9 Strongly objects to housing being built, as it would swallow 
up the Green Belt between Mayford and Woking and leave 
no discernible boundary between the two. Mayford would be 
dissolved into Woking and lost as a village.  

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

518 Lesley Hopkins GB11 Strongly objects to housing being built, as it would swallow 
up the Green Belt between Mayford and Woking and leave 
no discernible boundary between the two. Mayford would be 
dissolved into Woking and lost as a village.  

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

518 Lesley Hopkins GB14 Strongly objects to housing being built, as it would swallow 
up the Green Belt between Mayford and Woking and leave 
no discernible boundary between the two. Mayford would be 
dissolved into Woking and lost as a village.  

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

518 Lesley Hopkins GB7 Smarts Heath Common is adjacent to the site and an open 
space much valued for leisure pursuits. The increase in 
pitches would change the character and be detrimental to the 
area. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 21.0. 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 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB8 Infrastructure cannot cope with the increase in population. 
No consideration has been given to extra traffic, the size of 
roads or lack of public transport.  

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 point about 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.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB9 Infrastructure cannot cope with the increase in population. 
No consideration has been given to extra traffic, the size of 
roads or lack of public transport.  

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 point about 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

518 Lesley Hopkins GB11 Infrastructure cannot cope with the increase in population. 
No consideration has been given to extra traffic, the size of 
roads or lack of public transport.  

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 point about 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.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB14 Infrastructure cannot cope with the increase in population. 
No consideration has been given to extra traffic, the size of 
roads or lack of public transport.  

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 point about 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.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB8 The allocated open space allow Mayford residents and 
others to enjoy outdoor leisure activities. Once the Green 
Belt has been destroyed in can never to recreated.                    
Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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.  
 
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 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB9 The allocated open space allow Mayford residents and 
others to enjoy outdoor leisure activities. Once the Green 
Belt has been destroyed in can never to recreated.                    
Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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.  
 
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 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB11 The allocated open space allow Mayford residents and 
others to enjoy outdoor leisure activities. Once the Green 
Belt has been destroyed in can never to recreated.                    
Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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.  
 
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 

518 Lesley Hopkins GB14 The allocated open space allow Mayford residents and 
others to enjoy outdoor leisure activities. Once the Green 
Belt has been destroyed in can never to recreated.                    
Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my views. 

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.  
 
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 

1642 E Hopper GB10 Given the lack of acknowledged open public spaces in South 
Woking, it is a good opportunity to preserve the area and 
green space for all to enjoy rather than high density low 
quality homes. 

None stated. Core Strategy Policy CS8 notes that new residential development outside of the Special 
Protection Areas and their exclusion zones will be required to make an appropriate contribution 
towards the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). The Council is 
proposing an additional 6 new public open spaces in the Borough through the Site Allocations 
DPD. In addition, CS17 sets out that new residential development will be required to provide 
open space as part of a development scheme. The Council has set this out within the key 
requirements for the draft site allocation.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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It should also be noted that draft allocation GB14 is allocated for green infrastructure purposes 
and not for development.  
 
The Council has robust policies and guidance in place to ensure that future development is of 
good design and quality. These include Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design and the Design 
SPD. 
 
The Core Strategy (Policy CS10: Housing provision and distribution) provides an indication of 
the densities that could be achieved at various broad locations such as the Green Belt. The 
Council takes the view that the proposed anticipated densities are reasonable and are broadly 
in line with the Core Strategy. It is always emphasised that the proposed densities are 
indicative and actual densities can only be agreed on a case by case basis depending on the 
merits of each proposal at the planning application stage. As a general rule, it is important to 
highlight that lesser densities could require the Council to identify more Green Belt land to 
meet the identified need.  
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

1642 E Hopper GB11 Given the lack of acknowledged open public spaces in South 
Woking, it is a good opportunity to preserve the area and 
green space for all to enjoy rather than high density low 
quality homes. 

None stated. Core Strategy Policy CS8 notes that new residential development outside of the Special 
Protection Areas and their exclusion zones will be required to make an appropriate contribution 
towards the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). The Council is 
proposing an additional 6 new public open spaces in the Borough through the Site Allocations 
DPD. In addition, CS17 sets out that new residential development will be required to provide 
open space as part of a development scheme. The Council has set this out within the key 
requirements for the draft site allocation.  
 
It should also be noted that draft allocation GB14 is allocated for green infrastructure purposes 
and not for development.  
 
The Council has robust policies and guidance in place to ensure that future development is of 
good design and quality. These include Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design and the Design 
SPD. 
 
The Core Strategy (Policy CS10: Housing provision and distribution) provides an indication of 
the densities that could be achieved at various broad locations such as the Green Belt. The 
Council takes the view that the proposed anticipated densities are reasonable and are broadly 
in line with the Core Strategy. It is always emphasised that the proposed densities are 
indicative and actual densities can only be agreed on a case by case basis depending on the 
merits of each proposal at the planning application stage. As a general rule, it is important to 
highlight that lesser densities could require the Council to identify more Green Belt land to 
meet the identified need.  
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1642 E Hopper GB10 Given government and independent reports highlighting the 
benefits of open public spaces, using the site as an open 
public space makes perfect sense. 

None stated. The Council agrees that open space can have amenity value as well as a positive impact on 
the health and well-being of local communities. In addition to the open space requirements set 
out in Core Strategy Policy CS17, the Council has specifically identified sites for public open 
space. These proposed Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGs) and Country Park 
sites are noted in the draft Site Allocations DPD under site references GB17 to GB22. Site 
GB14 is also identified for Green Infrastructure purposes and not for development. 
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1642 E Hopper GB11 Given government and independent reports highlighting the 
benefits of open public spaces, using the site as an open 
public space makes perfect sense. 

None stated. The Council agrees that open space can have amenity value as well as a positive impact on 
the health and well-being of local communities. In addition to the open space requirements set 
out in Core Strategy Policy CS17, the Council has specifically identified sites for public open 
space. These proposed Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANGs) and Country Park 
sites are noted in the draft Site Allocations DPD under site references GB17 to GB22. Site 
GB14 is also identified for Green Infrastructure purposes and not for development. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

1642 E Hopper GB10 Significant and deep concerns on the negative and 
damaging proposals.  

I would 
strongly 
recommend 
that these 
particular 
pockets of 
land do not 
have their 
green belt 
status 
removed and 
in fact become 
designated an 
area of 
publicly 
accessible 
green open 
space- in 
effect a natural 
country park. 

Concerns regarding the proposed allocation of sites GB10 and GB11 noted.  
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1642 E Hopper GB11 Significant and deep concerns on the negative and 
damaging proposals.  

I would 
strongly 
recommend 
that these 
particular 
pockets of 
land do not 
have their 
green belt 
status 
removed and 
in fact become 
designated an 
area of 
publicly 
accessible 
green open 
space- in 
effect a natural 
country park. 

Concerns regarding the proposed allocation of sites GB10 and GB11 noted.  
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1642 E Hopper GB10 Whilst I recognize the need to plan into the future to 
accommodate the need for housing, the proposals do not 
comply with the NPPF. They disregard and want to reduce 
the Green Belt, which includes public open spaces and 
woodland and destroy the character of Hook Heath and 
Mayford. Urge you to consider allocating the sites as open 
green space for the community and safeguard it from 
development. 

None stated. The Council believe that the draft Site Allocations DPD is compliment with the NPPF. As set 
out in further detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 1.0), the Core 
Strategy housing requirements are based on a clear understanding of housing needs in the 
area and the various constraints to development in the Borough. The Core Strategy 
Examination Inspector agreed that the Green Belt should be a broad location for future housing 
and recommended a Green Belt boundary review to be carried out to identify suitable sites. 
The Council have also taken this opportunity to identify land for future housing needs, as set 
out in paragraph 85 of the NPPF.  
 
The representation regarding the loss of open space and impact on local character has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0 and 23.0.  
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. More information on this 
matter is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 
1.14. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1642 E Hopper GB11 Whilst I recognize the need to plan into the future to 
accommodate the need for housing, the proposals do not 
comply with the NPPF. They disregard and want to reduce 
the Green Belt, which includes public open spaces and 
woodland and destroy the character of Hook Heath and 
Mayford. Urge you to consider allocating the sites as open 
green space for the community and safeguard it from 
development. 

None stated. The Council believe that the draft Site Allocations DPD is compliment with the NPPF. As set 
out in further detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 1.0), the Core 
Strategy housing requirements are based on a clear understanding of housing needs in the 
area and the various constraints to development in the Borough. The Core Strategy 
Examination Inspector agreed that the Green Belt should be a broad location for future housing 
and recommended a Green Belt boundary review to be carried out to identify suitable sites. 
The Council have also taken this opportunity to identify land for future housing needs, as set 
out in paragraph 85 of the NPPF.  
 
The representation regarding the loss of open space and impact on local character has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 21.0 and 23.0.  
 
The Council has acknowledged the representation made to use the site for open public green 
space. However by removing this proposed development site from the draft Site Allocations 
without an alternative site, the Council will be required to carry out another review of the Green 
Belt boundary to meet development needs of the next local plan. More information on this 
matter is set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 
1.14. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1642 E Hopper GB10 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that 550 homes need to be found in the Green Belt up 
to 2027. The proposed site is for an additional 1200 homes 
between 2027-2040 and not based on firm evidence. WBC 
has not demonstrated any exceptional need for this number 
of dwellings or any other number in the Green Belt post 
2027. 

None stated. 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 

1642 E Hopper GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that 550 homes need to be found in the Green Belt up 
to 2027. The proposed site is for an additional 1200 homes 
between 2027-2040 and not based on firm evidence. WBC 
has not demonstrated any exceptional need for this number 
of dwellings or any other number in the Green Belt post 
2027. 

None stated. 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 

1642 E Hopper GB14 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only 
be altered in exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy 
states that 550 homes need to be found in the Green Belt up 
to 2027. The proposed site is for an additional 1200 homes 
between 2027-2040 and not based on firm evidence. WBC 
has not demonstrated any exceptional need for this number 
of dwellings or any other number in the Green Belt post 
2027. 

None stated. 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 

1642 E Hopper GB10 Purposes of Green Belt are to prevent sprawl and 
maintaining open spaces and woodland and character 
between towns and villages. The proposals conflict with this 
and Mayford and Hook heath will become part of Woking. 

None stated. Agree that some the purposes of Green Belt are to prevent urban sprawl and maintain 
separation between towns. This has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 15.0 and 12.0. 
 
It should be noted that site GB14 is allocated for Green Infrastructure purposes only and not for 
development. This will maintain the open space and existing trees within the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1642 E Hopper GB11 Purposes of Green Belt are to prevent sprawl and 
maintaining open spaces and woodland and character 
between towns and villages. The proposals conflict with this 
and Mayford and Hook heath will become part of Woking. 

None stated. Agree that some the purposes of Green Belt are to prevent urban sprawl and maintain 
separation between towns. This has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 15.0 and 12.0. 
 
It should be noted that site GB14 is allocated for Green Infrastructure purposes only and not for 
development. This will maintain the open space and existing trees within the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson 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.  

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

1265 Frank Hopson GB8 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB9 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson 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. 

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 

1265 Frank Hopson GB11 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB14 The proposal will fill in the green space between Mayford 
and Woking, increasing the likelihood of Woking and 
Guildford merging. No consideration has been given to 
keeping the areas separate. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
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 

1265 Frank Hopson GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

350 
 

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 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.  

1265 Frank Hopson GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out in developed areas with increased 
risk to the protected Heaths (Smarts Heath and Prey Heath).  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 
 
The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of 
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: 
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the 
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during 
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior 
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site 
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

351 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

adverse effects prior to approval of the development.  

1265 Frank Hopson 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 

1265 Frank Hopson GB8 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact. Mayford is unique and is mentioned in the Domesday 
Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB9 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact. Mayford is unique and is mentioned in the Domesday 
Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB10 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact. Mayford is unique and is mentioned in the Domesday 
Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB11 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact. Mayford is unique and is mentioned in the Domesday 
Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB14 Reconsider plans. The proposals will have a devastating 
impact. Mayford is unique and is mentioned in the Domesday 
Book.  

None stated. Woking has a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve 
and/or enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be 
compromised by the proposed allocations. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.  
 
Please also refer to the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 19.0 and paragraph 
7.5 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB7 Mayford resident. Believes that Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the Borough. Therefore Mayford 
already makes a major contribution towards the traveller 
community and there is no justification for further expansion 
here.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson 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.  

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern. Houses can not be built 
with no supporting infrastructure. Road safety issues are a 
concern e.g. pedestrian route to Worplesdon Station. 

application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

1265 Frank Hopson GB9 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern. Houses can not be built 
with no supporting infrastructure. Road safety issues are a 
concern e.g. pedestrian route to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB10 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern. Houses can not be built 
with no supporting infrastructure. Road safety issues are a 
concern e.g. pedestrian route to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB11 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern. Houses can not be built 
with no supporting infrastructure. Road safety issues are a 
concern e.g. pedestrian route to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB14 There appears to be no consideration of Mayford's 
infrastructure. More people will put more strain on 
infrastructure and no upgrades or improvement works are 
planned.  
Houses can not be built with no supporting infrastructure. 
Road safety issues are a concern. Houses can not be built 
with no supporting infrastructure. Road safety issues are a 
concern e.g. pedestrian route to Worplesdon Station. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11 and Section 24.0. The draft allocation also 
sets out in the key requirements for the site that development must contribute to the provision 
of essential transport infrastructure related to the mitigation of the impacts of the development 
of the site. The exact nature of these site specific requirements will be identified through pre-
application discussions, informed by a Transport Assessment.  
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian 
footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated 
sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy 
access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and 
public transport where feasible. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB8 Comments regarding proposed school and leisure centre. 
Considers the proposal for school and leisure centre to be 
distinctly separate and should be considered under two 
separate planning applications.  
The proposals for a leisure centre appears larger than the 
school. 
Considers it to be a conflict of interest for the Council to be 
involved in the decision making process for the site. 
Concerned that there will not be enough teaching staff for the 
school to operate.  
Concerned there is not enough parking for the separate uses 

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. 
 
Parking was considered and addressed as part of the planning application, this is covered in 
paragraph 72-76 of the Officer Report. Highway capacity were considered under paragraph 61-
65 and Su under paragraph 130-133. Noise under paragraph 101-108. The Officer's Report for 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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e.g. school, leisure  
Concerned that traffic issues will be exacerbated. 
Acknowledges the use of Su to deal with surface water but 
questions how extra flow to the Hoe Stream will be dealt 
with. 
Concerned about the increase in noise. 

the application is available to view online.  
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0, 5.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  

1265 Frank Hopson GB9 Comments regarding proposed school and leisure centre. 
Considers the proposal for school and leisure centre to be 
distinctly separate and should be considered under two 
separate planning applications.  
The proposals for a leisure centre appears larger than the 
school. 
Considers it to be a conflict of interest for the Council to be 
involved in the decision making process for the site. 
Concerned that there will not be enough teaching staff for the 
school to operate.  
Concerned there is not enough parking for the separate uses 
e.g. school, leisure  
Concerned that traffic issues will be exacerbated. 
Acknowledges the use of Su to deal with surface water but 
questions how extra flow to the Hoe Stream will be dealt 
with. 
Concerned about the increase in noise. 

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. 
 
Parking was considered and addressed as part of the planning application, this is covered in 
paragraph 72-76 of the Officer Report. Highway capacity were considered under paragraph 61-
65 and Su under paragraph 130-133. Noise under paragraph 101-108. The Officer's Report for 
the application is available to view online.  
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0, 5.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB10 Comments regarding proposed school and leisure centre. 
Considers the proposal for school and leisure centre to be 
distinctly separate and should be considered under two 
separate planning applications.  
The proposals for a leisure centre appears larger than the 
school. 
Considers it to be a conflict of interest for the Council to be 
involved in the decision making process for the site. 
Concerned that there will not be enough teaching staff for the 
school to operate.  
Concerned there is not enough parking for the separate uses 
e.g. school, leisure  
Concerned that traffic issues will be exacerbated. 
Acknowledges the use of Su to deal with surface water but 
questions how extra flow to the Hoe Stream will be dealt 
with. 
Concerned about the increase in noise. 

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. 
 
Parking was considered and addressed as part of the planning application, this is covered in 
paragraph 72-76 of the Officer Report. Highway capacity were considered under paragraph 61-
65 and Su under paragraph 130-133. Noise under paragraph 101-108. The Officer's Report for 
the application is available to view online.  
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0, 5.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB11 Comments regarding proposed school and leisure centre. 
Considers the proposal for school and leisure centre to be 
distinctly separate and should be considered under two 
separate planning applications.  
The proposals for a leisure centre appears larger than the 
school. 
Considers it to be a conflict of interest for the Council to be 
involved in the decision making process for the site. 
Concerned that there will not be enough teaching staff for the 
school to operate.  
Concerned there is not enough parking for the separate uses 
e.g. school, leisure  
Concerned that traffic issues will be exacerbated. 
Acknowledges the use of Su to deal with surface water but 
questions how extra flow to the Hoe Stream will be dealt 
with. 
Concerned about the increase in noise. 

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. 
 
Parking was considered and addressed as part of the planning application, this is covered in 
paragraph 72-76 of the Officer Report. Highway capacity were considered under paragraph 61-
65 and Su under paragraph 130-133. Noise under paragraph 101-108. The Officer's Report for 
the application is available to view online.  
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0, 5.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1265 Frank Hopson GB14 Comments regarding proposed school and leisure centre. 
Considers the proposal for school and leisure centre to be 
distinctly separate and should be considered under two 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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separate planning applications.  
The proposals for a leisure centre appears larger than the 
school. 
Considers it to be a conflict of interest for the Council to be 
involved in the decision making process for the site. 
Concerned that there will not be enough teaching staff for the 
school to operate.  
Concerned there is not enough parking for the separate uses 
e.g. school, leisure  
Concerned that traffic issues will be exacerbated. 
Acknowledges the use of Su to deal with surface water but 
questions how extra flow to the Hoe Stream will be dealt 
with. 
Concerned about the increase in noise. 

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. 
 
Parking was considered and addressed as part of the planning application, this is covered in 
paragraph 72-76 of the Officer Report. Highway capacity were considered under paragraph 61-
65 and Su under paragraph 130-133. Noise under paragraph 101-108. The Officer's Report for 
the application is available to view online.  
 
This representation has also been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 3.0, 5.0, 20.0 and 24.0.  

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 The level of parking may be enough for school staff and 
visitors but not for athletics events. Concerned about the 
public then parking on nearby available roads. Also thinks 
parents will use Drakes Way to drop off and pick up children 
from school, to save using the school's service road, 
particularly when that is full. Doubts that many children will 
walk to school based on observation of car use by parents 
from Barnsbury school. 

None stated. Parking has been addressed as part of the planning application for this site, which can be 
found on the Council's website (planning ref PLAN/2015/0703). 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 Traffic is already an issue and this will increase. It is hard to 
turn right onto Egley Road at peak hours. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB9 Traffic is already an issue and this will increase. It is hard to 
turn right onto Egley Road at peak hours. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 The sports facility seems to have been added to the original 
school plan, and will lead to noise from major events, 
additional traffic and parking issues, light pollution and 
possible increase in road accidents. This will detract from 
people's enjoyment of their gardens, and would be used at 
weekends and into the evenings, meaning that noise, 
disturbance and light pollution would occur throughout the 
week. This facility should not be included with the school. 

The sports 
facility should 
not be 
included in the 
proposal. 

These points are noted. The justification for the sports facility at the site can be found in the 
report for the planning permission granted at the site (which can be accessed at 
http://www.woking.gov.uk/planning/publicaccess using reference PLAN/2015/0703). Traffic, 
noise and light pollution are also addressed in the report, and in relation to traffic and the 
allocation, in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 
3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 A school may have a beneficial effect on house prices but 
the sports facility will probably have a detrimental effect. The 
character of Drakes Way would be changed by the proposal, 
and people would be put off buying. Feels they would have 
to move if this goes ahead. 

None stated. There is no evidence to suggest that development of the site will result in a negative impact on 
local property values. 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 has a number of planning policies which will ensure that 
development makes a positive contribution to the local area. This includes CS21 of the Core 
Strategy as well as best practice guidance set out in the Design SPD. Furthermore, the leisure 
facilities (and school) will provide new local infrastructure to serve the needs of residents, 
which may be considered a benefit of living in the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 South Woking already has a sports centre and Mayford a 
football centre. It would make sense for the Athletic track to 
be located north of the town so it has some sports facilities 
too. 

None stated. The justification for the sports centre in this location can be found in the planning application for 
the school and leisure centre at this site ( (which can be found on the Council's website, ref 
PLAN/2015/0703). The sports centre is in part for use by the school.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB9 Using this land will mean Mayford virtually joins up with 
Barnsbury. I suspect you will then build houses on the pocket 
of land next to the track.  

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 (with its edge at Barnsbury) 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common, a SSSI, used 
for leisure purposes. Any increase in the present Traveller 
site would decrease the visual amenity and character of the 
area and increase risk to wildlife due to domestic animals in 
close proximity.  

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no 
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In 
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other 
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Landscape 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Character Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to 
different conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on landscape 
grounds. The Landscape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.  
 
There are robust Development Plan policies and a Design SPD to make sure that any proposal 
for the development of Ten Acre Farm takes a sensitive design approach to ensure any 
adverse impacts on the character and landscape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated. 
The site will continue to remain within the Green Belt and Green Belt policies will continue to 
apply in addition to design guidance and Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design.  
 
The Council will continue to work with the operators of the site and local stakeholders to ensure 
an effective management of the operations on and of the site, including the control of domestic 
animals. The ecological significance of the SSSI will continue to be conserved and taken into 
account in the consideration of any development that could have potential impacts on its 
ecological integrity. 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB10 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB11 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB14 Objects to the proposal. The housing will fill any green space 
between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a suburb 
of Woking and increasing the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging - the whole purpose of Green Belt. There has been 
no consideration of preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement, nor impact on the character of the village.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 Objects to the proposed school and sports facility due to 
flooding. The area floods, and despite noting the proposal to 
divert the water across the road, the ditches are very 
overgrown. The new Hoe Valley flood scheme has proved a 
success but it has not yet been tested by a very wet winter, 
and with all the new houses by the football ground. Adding 
more water will raise the water table, which is very high 
already and lea to localised flooding in winter, and could 
result in drainage issues for existing houses on Drakes Way 
and Egley Road. Does not want to see the good work of the 
Hoe Valley flood scheme undone by yet more development.  

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB9 Objects to the proposed school and sports facility due to 
flooding. The area floods, and despite noting the proposal to 
divert the water across the road, the ditches are very 
overgrown. The new Hoe Valley flood scheme has proved a 
success but it has not yet been tested by a very wet winter, 
and with all the new houses by the football ground. Adding 
more water will raise the water table, which is very high 
already and lea to localised flooding in winter, and could 
result in drainage issues for existing houses on Drakes Way 
and Egley Road. Does not want to see the good work of the 
Hoe Valley flood scheme undone by yet more development.  

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB7 I do not think the Council will be able to allay my concerns. 
Attended the open session which did not help as the speaker 
did not really answer the questions.  

None stated. Objection noted. While the representation is not specific about the reasons why the proposal 
would be detrimental for Mayford, the justification for the proposed allocation and explanation 
about impacts is covered in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, particularly Section 
4.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB8 I do not think the Council will be able to allay my concerns. 
Attended the open session which did not help as the speaker 
did not really answer the questions.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 21.0 and 23.0. 
 

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

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB9 I do not think the Council will be able to allay my concerns. 
Attended the open session which did not help as the speaker 
did not really answer the questions.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 21.0 and 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB10 I do not think the Council will be able to allay my concerns. 
Attended the open session which did not help as the speaker 
did not really answer the questions.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 21.0 and 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB11 I do not think the Council will be able to allay my concerns. 
Attended the open session which did not help as the speaker 
did not really answer the questions.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 21.0 and 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB14 I do not think the Council will be able to allay my concerns. 
Attended the open session which did not help as the speaker 
did not really answer the questions.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 21.0 and 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB10 I have always felt I live in Mayford not Woking. This 
development would reduce Mayford's identity, making it 
merely an extension of Woking. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB11 I have always felt I live in Mayford not Woking. This 
development would reduce Mayford's identity, making it 
merely an extension of Woking. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB14 I have always felt I live in Mayford not Woking. This 
development would reduce Mayford's identity, making it 
merely an extension of Woking. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB7 Objects to the proposal. 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB10 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will 
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths (Smarts 
and Prey Heaths) due to proximity of development.  

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

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

1488 Ingrid Hopson 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson 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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential 
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, and for further background, Section 1.0, 
particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to 
need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and 
through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB10 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Please refer to the response 
from the Mayford Village Society. Agrees with their views, 
and is a member. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB11 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Please refer to the response 
from the Mayford Village Society. Agrees with their views, 
and is a member. 

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

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB14 Please reconsider your plans, which will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a Village. Please refer to the response 
from the Mayford Village Society. Agrees with their views, 
and is a member. 

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 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB10 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB11 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1488 Ingrid Hopson GB14 There has been no consideration of the impact on Mayford's 
infrastructure, particularly the increased strain and traffic on 
local roads. Notes there are no plans to upgrade the roads 
(all single lane) or solutions to deal with existing traffic on 
Egley Road. Prey Heath Road will become dangerous with 
increased traffic and people walking on the road (no 
pavements) to Worplesdon station.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

803 Kerry Horne GB5 More affordable housing is needed in Byfleet and 
surrounding areas. 

None stated. The Council is committed to facilitating the delivery of affordable housing in the Borough. Core 
Strategy Policy CS12: Affordable housing and the Affordable Housing Delivery SPD provide 
robust policy and guidance to deliver affordable housing. The proposed allocation of this site 
would require an affordable housing contribution of 50% in-situ, as set out in the key 
requirements. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

803 Kerry Horne UA1 Understand the current library is old and there is scope for 
redevelopment, the centre of Byfleet is crowded. This has a 
negative impact on traffic and parking, especially near the 
site. 

Any 
development 
would need to 
include 
significant 
improvements 
in terms of 
road 
infrastructure. 
There 
should also be 
provision for a 
temporary 
library facility 
during the 
duration of the 
works 

The Council note the existing highways concerns around the site. In order to address this the 
draft allocation states that a development scheme must assess transport impacts prior to 
development, provide appropriate and adequate provision of car and cycle parking that takes 
into account the location of the site that will not compromise on highway safety, provide an 
effect access arrangement to ensure highway safety and that servicing areas including parking 
are accommodated within the block. In combination these measures should make sure that 
highways safety is not compromised and that there will be no negative impact on the character 
of the village centre. 
 
The Council recognises the importance of the library service to the local community and during 
any redevelopment this service should continue to be provided where possible.  

Insert as a key 
requirement for site 
UA1 to read as follows: 
Retain some form of 
the existing library 
service during 
redevelopment. Where 
feasible, this could be 
either on site or off site 
within the local area. 

803 Kerry Horne GB5 Traffic is already an issue on the A245 and there are 
pressures on local school places.  

For all the 
developments 
in Byfleet and 
along the 
Parvis Road, 
there needs to 
be attention 

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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paid to 
infrastructure, 
including a 
new primary 
school, and 
improved 
access from 
Byfleet to 
West Byfleet 
(possibly 
developing 
Murray's Lane 
to provide 
access from 
this site to site 
GB16?) 

803 Kerry Horne General Support development of Green Belt land in Byfleet and West 
Byfleet as more affordable housing is needed, provided it is 
not already used for leisure proposes.  
However more consideration needs to be given to 
infrastructure including education and traffic.  

None stated. Support for the proposed allocations and in particular affordable housing is noted.  
 
The representation regarding traffic and education provision has been addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

234 Dan Horstman GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
and contrary to Policy CS6 and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 4. Whilst Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt, it also commits the Council to release Green Belt land to meet 
development requirements of the Core Strategy. The proposal is therefore not contrary to 
Policy CS6 or the NPPF. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman 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 

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

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 
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not positively enhance the environment, increase openness 
or contribute to existing character. 

Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman 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 removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 

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 
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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 private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

This matter has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Section 4. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

234 Dan Horstman 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  

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 

234 Dan Horstman GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those in the Green Belt. However no urban sites appear to 
have been considered - there must be doubt as to the validity 
of no other sites across the whole of the Borough being 
identified or suitable. Where no sites are available in the 
urban area, priority will be given to sites on the edge of the 
urban area that benefit from good access to jobs, shops and 
other infrastructure and services. Mayford does not satisfy 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 

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 
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any of these criteria. 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 the owners' immediate family. The Council 
has set aside GBR recommendations. 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 DPD  

234 Dan Horstman GB7 Ten Acre Farm is not currently deliverable as the landowner 
has not confirmed that the site is available for development. 
The landowner wishes to develop the site for their own 
accommodation and not for an increase in Traveller 
accommodation. Development of the site will be 
economically viable at a low density.  
 
The development of the site would be contrary to the 
Council's SHLAA 2014. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the site is developable and will be available for development. The site 
can also be developed without significant harm to the general amenity of the occupiers of the 
site. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt 
and contrary to Policy CS6 and Section 9 of the NPPF. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 4. Whilst Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy seeks to protect the 
purpose of the Green Belt, it also commits the Council to release Green Belt land to meet 
development requirements of the Core Strategy. The proposal is therefore not contrary to 
Policy CS6 or the NPPF. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman 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 

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

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 
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not positively enhance the environment, increase openness 
or contribute to existing character. 

Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman 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 removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 

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 
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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 private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD  

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman GB7 An increase in Traveller caravans would decrease visual 
amenity and character of the area and increase risk to 
wildlife. Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have 
refused applications on this site because they reduce the 
openness of a Green Belt area. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

237 Angela Horstman GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. 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 

237 Angela Horstman 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 

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 
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the DPD  

237 Angela Horstman GB10  
Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland due to the 
proximity of the development. Please reconsider, plans will 
have devastating effect on this unique historic village. I 
support the views of Mayford Village Society. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB11  
Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland due to the 
proximity of the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland due to the 
proximity of the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland due to the 
proximity of the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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237 Angela Horstman GB9  
Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland due to the 
proximity of the development.  
Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford, a historic, unique village. Please also 
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who I 
am happy also to represent my views. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and 
protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important 
sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution 
to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites 
to create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. 
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In 
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well 
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on 
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the 
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the 
development. The key requirements of the proposals will require where necessary an 
ecological assessment to be carried out to inform any planning decisions on the sites. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman GB10 I strongly object to the proposal for housing on GB8, GB9, 
GB10, GB11 and GB14. The housing will fill in any green 
space between Mayford and Woking, turning Mayford into a 
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of merging of 
Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt policy. No 
consideration given to preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or the impact on the character of the village.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character and identity of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. The flooding implications of the proposals is addressed in Section 5 of the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The traffic implications is 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB11 I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The sites can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the 
area will be significantly undermined. The character of Mayford in particular is protected by 
Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB14  
I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

367 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It not envisaged that the proposals 
will undermine the physical separation between Mayford and Guildford. This matter is 
addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The 
character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. 

237 Angela Horstman GB8  
I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB9  
I strongly object to GB8, GB9, GB10, GB11 and GB14, which 
will fill in any green space between Mayford and Woking, 
turning Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing the 
risk of merging Woking and Guildford, contrary to Green Belt 
policy. No consideration given to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement or impact on its character. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The 
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the landscape implications for developing the 
sites. The Council is satisfied that the landscape character and setting of the area will not be 
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will 
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of 
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has assessed the capacity of the urban area 
to meet the development needs of the area. There is not sufficient land in the urban area to 
meet development needs over the plan period. This particular issue is addressed in detail in 
Section 11 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that the 
proposal will compromise the physical separation between Woking and Guildford or lead to 
significant urban sprawl. This matter is addressed in detail in Section 12 of the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of the Core 
Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify suitable 
sites for allocation, with urban area sites considered before 
those in the Green Belt. However no urban sites appear to 
have been considered - there must be doubt as to the validity 
of no other sites across the whole of the Borough being 
identified or suitable. Where no sites are available in the 
urban area, priority will be given to sites on the edge of the 
urban area that benefit from good access to jobs, shops and 
other infrastructure and services. Mayford does not satisfy 
any of these criteria. 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 the owners' immediate family. The Council 
has set aside GBR recommendations. 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  

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 

237 Angela Horstman GB11 No consideration given to the impact on Mayford’s 
infrastructure from increased population. More cars will place 
more strain on the transport infrastructure. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads or railway bridges or to deal with 
the existing traffic problems on Egley Road.  Houses cannot 
be built in areas that have no supporting infrastructure, there 
will be gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become very 
dangerous as there are no pavements. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, 
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works 
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses 
of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part 
of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address 
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the 
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape 
setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of 
buses in the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working 
with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance 
existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will 
result from the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also 
working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to 
ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to 
meet the projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how 
the transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the 
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures, 
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the 
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning 
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to 
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated 

237 Angela Horstman 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. Houses can not be built without 
supporting infrastructure. The road to Worplesdon Station 
will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Sections 1 and 2 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB8 No consideration given to the impact on Mayford’s 
infrastructure from increased population. More cars will place 
more strain on the transport infrastructure. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads or railway bridges or to deal with 
the existing traffic problems on Egley Road.  Houses cannot 
be built in areas that have no supporting infrastructure, there 
will be gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become very 
dangerous as there are no pavements. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes 
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst 
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman 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 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 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

369 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

infrastructure. There will be gridlock. The road to Worplesdon 
Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.  

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. 

237 Angela Horstman GB14 No consideration given to the impact on Mayford’s 
infrastructure from increased population. More cars will place 
more strain on the transport infrastructure. There are no 
plans to upgrade the roads or railway bridges or to deal with 
the existing traffic problems on Egley Road.  Houses cannot 
be built in areas that have no supporting infrastructure, there 
will be gridlock. Prey Heath Road will become very 
dangerous as there are no pavements. 

Please 
reconsider 
your plans  

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 
locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. 
Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

237 Angela Horstman GB7 Ten Acre Farm is not currently deliverable as the landowner 
has not confirmed that the site is available for development. 
The landowner wishes to develop the site for their own 
accommodation and not for an increase in Traveller 
accommodation. Development of the site will be 
economically viable at a low density.  
 
The development of the site would be contrary to the 
Council's SHLAA 2014. 

The removal of 
GB7 Ten Acre 
Farm 
proposed 
expansion of 
the private 
Traveller site 
by up to 12 
pitches from 
the DPD 

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4. The Council believes that the site can be developed without 
undermining the overall character of the area and/or the heritage assets of the area. The 
Council is satisfied that the site is developable and will be available for development. The site 
can also be developed without significant harm to the general amenity of the occupiers of the 
site. A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land 
contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of 
key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes 
making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where 
necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough 
contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary 
remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

334 Katherine Horton GB10 Object to proposals in Hook Heath. National policy does not 
allow for the change in GB boundaries unless there are 
exceptional circumstances. WBC has not demonstrated this.  
Policy states “housing need – including for Traveller sites – 
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 

334 Katherine Horton GB11 Object to proposals in Hook Heath. National policy does not 
allow for the change in GB boundaries unless there are 
exceptional circumstances. WBC has not demonstrated this.  
Policy states “housing need – including for Traveller sites – 
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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334 Katherine Horton GB14 Object to proposals in Hook Heath. National policy does not 
allow for the change in GB boundaries unless there are 
exceptional circumstances. WBC has not demonstrated this.  
Policy states “housing need – including for Traveller sites – 
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 

334 Katherine Horton GB10 The sites identified in Mayford perform an important function 
in maintaining the separation of Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford 

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB11 The sites identified in Mayford perform an important function 
in maintaining the separation of Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford 

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB14 The sites identified in Mayford perform an important function 
in maintaining the separation of Woking, Mayford and 
Guildford 

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB10 WBC has not exhausted all brownfield sites 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 

334 Katherine Horton GB11 WBC has not exhausted all brownfield sites 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 

334 Katherine Horton GB14 WBC has not exhausted all brownfield sites 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 

334 Katherine Horton GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (ref NE7 and 
CS24) and therefore should not be considered for 
development.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

334 Katherine Horton GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (ref NE7 and 
CS24) and therefore should not be considered for 
development.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

334 Katherine Horton GB14 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments and 
Rising Ground of Landscape Importance” (ref NE7 and 
CS24) and therefore should not be considered for 
development.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

334 Katherine Horton GB10 The SPA and 400m buffer was excluded from consideration 
in the GBBR. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath SSSI are 
designated as important bird areas therefore the same 
buffers should apply 

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB11 The SPA and 400m buffer was excluded from consideration 
in the GBBR. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath SSSI are 
designated as important bird areas therefore the same 
buffers should apply 

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 

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

334 Katherine Horton GB14 The SPA and 400m buffer was excluded from consideration 
in the GBBR. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath SSSI are 
designated as important bird areas therefore the same 
buffers should apply 

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB10 The Mayford Village Society is pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath into the TBH SPA therefore if 
successful, will result in a 400m development buffer zone 
within which development is not allowed.  

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB11 The Mayford Village Society is pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath into the TBH SPA therefore if 
successful, will result in a 400m development buffer zone 
within which development is not allowed.  

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 

334 Katherine Horton GB14 The Mayford Village Society is pursuing the inclusion of Prey 
Heath and Smarts Heath into the TBH SPA therefore if 
successful, will result in a 400m development buffer zone 
within which development is not allowed.  

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 

335 Zara Horton General Concern is raised for the loss of GB and the displacement of 
wildlife as a result 

None stated. 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.  
 
In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with 
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the 
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust 
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council 
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

335 Zara Horton General GB land serves an agricultural function for crop growing, the 
loss of arable land will lead to starvation. 

None stated. To clarify, none of the proposed site allocations are classified as high quality agricultural land 
by DEFRA.  
 
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  
 

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. 

1174 Ben Horton GB14 The proposed changes would make Green Belt boundaries 
weaker to removal of the escarpment. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1174 Ben Horton 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 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 

1174 Ben Horton GB11 The proposed changes would make Green Belt boundaries 
weaker to removal of the escarpment. 

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 

1174 Ben Horton 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 



H 

373 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

1174 Ben Horton 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 

1174 Ben Horton GB14 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford due to 
proximity to a “Local Centre”, however other than a Post 
Office and barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure 
in the form of shops, doctors, dentists, medical facilities, or 
schools. Residents living on any major development would 
be isolated unless they have a vehicle. 

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

1174 Ben Horton 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 

1174 Ben Horton 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 

1174 Ben Horton GB14  
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 
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1174 Ben Horton GB11  
Mayford has single lane bridges, Smarts Heath Road and 
Hook Hill Lane could not handle additional traffic and 
Worplesdon rail station would notice a major increase in 
congestion.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1174 Ben Horton GB14  
Mayford has single lane bridges, Smarts Heath Road and 
Hook Hill Lane could not handle additional traffic and 
Worplesdon rail station would notice a major increase in 
congestion.  

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

1174 Ben Horton GB10   
Mayford has single lane bridges, Smarts Heath Road and 
Hook Hill Lane could not handle additional traffic and 
Worplesdon rail station would notice a major increase in 
congestion.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1174 Ben Horton GB14  
 
I object to the removal of areas GB10, GB11 and GB14 from 
the Green Belt and proposals to build houses on parcels 
GB10 and GB11 post 2027. Mayford Village Society is 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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pursuing inclusion of local Heathland into the Thames Basin 
Heaths Special Protection Area. If successful, will result in a 
400m development free zone.  

robust policies such as Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to help achieve that. 

1174 Ben Horton GB10   
 
I object to the removal of areas GB10, GB11 and GB14 from 
the Green Belt and proposals to build houses on parcels 
GB10 and GB11 post 2027. Mayford Village Society is 
pursuing inclusion of local Heathland into the Thames Basin 
Heaths Special Protection Area. If successful, will result in a 
400m development free zone.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
Council has carried out a landscape assessment and landscape sensitivity for the sites to 
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the landscape assets 
of the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation 
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. The character and identity of Mayford is protected by Policy CS6 of 
the Core Strategy. 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. The 400m 
exclusion zone applies to SPA designations. The Council is aware that the Mayford Village 
Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath as SPA. The SPA 
exclusion zone cannot apply because this has not been designated. Nevertheless, the Council 
attaches significant importance to the protection of SSSIs and there are robust policies such as 
Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to achieve that. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1174 Ben Horton GB11 I object to removal of GB10, GB11 and GB14 from the Green 
Belt and housing on GB10 and GB11 post 2027. Mayford 
Village Society is pursuing inclusion of Prey Heath and 
Smarts Heath into the Thames Basin Heaths SPA (Special 
Protection Area). If successful this will result in a 400m 
development buffer zone in which development is not 
allowed. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4.  The 
safeguarding of land to meet future development needs between 2027 and 2040 is particularly 
justified in Section 2 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The 400m exclusion zone is 
justified by Policy CS8 of the Core Strategy and relates to the SPA designation. The Council is 
that Mayford Village Society is pursuing the designation of Prey Heath and Smarts Heath as 
SPA. The exclusion zone cannot apply because it is not designated. Nevertheless, the Council 
attaches significant importance to the protection of the SPA and there are robust policies such 
as Policy CS7 of the Core Strategy to help achieve that. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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.  

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. 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB7 Object to proposals. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
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 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
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 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
The proposals will have an unjustifiable impact on Mayford 
residents, all of whom chose to live in a semi-rural and not 
urban environment. 

protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt. 

1614 F Hoskins GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
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 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 
of this representation 
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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.   

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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). 

1614 F Hoskins GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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). 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

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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need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by 
inappropriate development.  

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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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1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

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.  

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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. 

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 

1614 F Hoskins 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. 

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.  

1614 F Hoskins 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. 

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 

1614 F Hoskins 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. 

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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1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB8 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 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

386 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

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.  

1614 F Hoskins GB9 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 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB10 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 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB11 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 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB8 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB9 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 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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defensible boundary. The proposed changes would create a 
weaker boundary due to the removal of the escarpment. 

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. 

1614 F Hoskins GB10 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 

1614 F Hoskins GB11 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 
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1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

1614 F Hoskins 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 

840 Peter Hoskyn GB15 The proposals will increase air pollution and will have a 
negative impact on the health of existing and future 
residents.  

None stated. 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. 
 
The Development Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy wording to refuse 
development proposals that have a significant negative impact on air quality without suitable 
mitigation measures being identified and implemented.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

840 Peter Hoskyn GB15 The site is a natural flood plain for the River Wey and whilst 
some historic drainage works have reduced the risk, the 
proposals will increase surface runoff and increase flood risk. 
Has flood risk been taken into account to ensure there is no 
additional flood risk caused by further development. 

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 

840 Peter Hoskyn GB15 The percentage of Green Belt removed across the borough 
is low but represents around 80% of West Byfleet’s Green 
Belt. It is also allocated for the earliest phase. This should be 
spread across the borough more evenly. More smaller sites 
could be identified elsewhere which between them could 
provide the housing sough for larger sites. This would 
mitigate the need to put a significant amount of housing in 
one location. Have brownfield sites been intensively tested 
for potential development. 

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. 
 
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. 
 
The representation regarding site assessments and brownfield sites has been 
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 9.0, 
Section 11.0 and Section 16.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

840 Peter Hoskyn GB15 Additional development requires infrastructure and services. 
Where is the evidence to show that this has been taken into 
account and will come forward. 

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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840 Peter Hoskyn GB15 The A245 is at capacity and formal reports recognise this. No 
dynamic solutions are proposed such as a bypass. The small 
scale mitigation measures will not solve the problems. This 
will have a negative impact on businesses and residents 
across the whole borough. If SCC state that there will be no 
or minimal impact then it should be tested by independent 
traffic engineers and designers. The other developments in 
Sheerwater, Ripley and Wisley have not been taken into 
account in the calculations. 

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, who are 
responsible for the Borough's highways, 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, taking into account development proposals from both within and outside of the 
Borough. The Council is committed to continue to work positively with the County Council 
throughout the Site Allocations DPD process and beyond to address common and strategic 
transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding a potential 
bypass to the A245.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

840 Peter Hoskyn GB16 Whilst Broadoaks is effectively out of the Green Belt due to 
existing planning permission, the proposed houses and 
school will create the same issues noted for West Hall. The 
development of both sites increases local concerns about 
infrastructure, traffic, flooding and pollution. 

None stated. Broadoaks (GB16) is within the Green Belt. As set out in Core Strategy Policy CS6, the site is 
identified as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt. 
 
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 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. 
 
The representations made regarding West Hall (GB15) on infrastructure and flooding has been 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 and 5.0. 
 
The Development Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy wording to refuse 
development proposals that have a significant negative impact on air quality without suitable 
mitigation measures being identified and implemented.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Necessary to view the future use of West Hall in light of the 
potential development of land at Broadoaks. If developed 
with sensitivity this site could become a major asset to the 
West Byfleet community and meet some of our housing 
need. 

None stated. Broadoaks is also allocated (site GB16) as a employment- led mixed use scheme, which will as 
stated help to meet some of the Borough's housing need. However, the level of need is such 
that both it and the West Hall site (and a number of others) are needed to meet the housing 
requirement of the Borough. This is supported by the evidence base supporting the draft DPD 
and the Council's adopted Core Strategy, detailed in Sections 8.0, 9.0 and 10.0 of the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 Necessary to view the future use of West Hall in light of the 
potential development of land at Broadoaks. If developed 
with sensitivity this site could become a major asset to the 
West Byfleet community and meet some of our housing 

None stated. Broadoaks is also allocated (site GB16) as a employment- led mixed use scheme, which will as 
stated help to meet some of the Borough's housing need. However, the level of need is such 
that both it and the West Hall site (and a number of others) are needed to meet the housing 
requirement of the Borough. This is supported by the evidence base supporting the draft DPD 
and the Council's adopted Core Strategy, detailed in Sections 8.0, 9.0 and 10.0 of the Council's 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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need. Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

1408 Penny Hoskyn General A briefing on development at this site, a small parcel of 
Green Belt between Parvis Bridge and Old Parvis Road 
showed a small number of those present did not object. 
However, this would not be considered to be representative 
of the views of those living in close proximity of the site.                     
The Forum would be interested in any comments we have 
regarding Green Belt areas in the village.  

None stated. The high level of support for some form of development of the site is welcomed. Broadoaks is 
also allocated in the draft DPD as a employment- led mixed use scheme, including offices, 
research premises and residential, including accommodation to meet the needs of the elderly.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Any development on the site would have an enormous 
impact on the Wey Navigation waterway as an important 
wildlife corridor. It is important to protect this for future 
generations.  

None stated. These features are considered and protected by the Key Requirements of the proposed 
allocation, which includes 4.7ha public open space, retains large areas of woodland and 
parkland and also seeks to strengthen woodland planting.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Because of the position of the land there seems to only be 
one possible access/egress point, off Parvis Road. 

None stated. This comment is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, 
paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 The main concern about this development is the increase in 
traffic movement and congestion. This can makes the 3 mile 
journey from Brooklands take 40 minutes at rush hour. 

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 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 Development will exacerbate existing traffic problems and 
increase pressure on local infrastructure (schools, health 
centre, public transport, water supply and sewerage 
services). 

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 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Understands the need for more housing, but outlines the 
importance of building it in the appropriate area, with 
supporting infrastructure in place before it proceeds. Asks 
why West Byfleet, Byfleet and Pyrford have to have so many 
new homes, and why the development could not be spread 
around the Borough in smaller developments so as not 
overwhelm an particular neighbourhood. 

None stated. The representation has been partly 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. With regard to the distribution (or concentration) of sites for development, 
the Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). In West Byfleet, 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 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 Understands the need for more housing, but outlines the 
importance of building it in the appropriate area, with 
supporting infrastructure in place before it proceeds. Asks 
why West Byfleet, Byfleet and Pyrford have to have so many 
new homes, and why the development could not be spread 
around the Borough in smaller developments so as not 
overwhelm an particular neighbourhood. 

None stated. The representation has been partly 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. With regard to the distribution (or concentration) of sites for development, 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). In West Byfleet, 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. 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 Supports the release of this land from Green Belt to help 
meet housing need. However the inclusion of a private 
secondary school introduces a new dimension with regard to 
safety and infrastructure. With access to the site near the 
West Byfleet corner traffic lights, trips generated by pupils 
and staff would add to existing congestion.  

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. There is, however, relevant 
background to this comment and the proposed allocation in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper, Sections 3.0 and 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 If this plan goes ahead we could have no Green Belt left in 
our village. 

None stated. 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 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Schools are already full and being expanded. The health 
centre is working at maximum capacity. If both these 
developments go ahead the population of West Byfleet 
would increase by about one third. 

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 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 Schools are already full and being expanded. The health 
centre is working at maximum capacity. If both these 
developments go ahead the population of West Byfleet 
would increase by about one third. 

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 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Air pollution would increase because of the increase in 
vehicles. 

None stated. It is not expected that the volume of traffic generated by the proposal (as outlined in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6) would substantially 
raise levels of air pollution. However, any development would need to comply with the relevant 
standards set in the Council's Core Strategy and in the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD, which will be examined in May 2016, and in national policy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Land along the southern boundary of the site is Dod track, a 
tree-lined track surrounded by countryside and leading down 
to the River Wey navigation. It is used by hundreds of 
residents every week, to access the towpath, and the 
proposed development would impinge on the only open 
green space available to residents in that part of West 
Byfleet. 

None stated. The value of the site in terms of its open space use by local residents is noted as an important 
feature of the site. These features are considered and protected by the Key Requirements of 
the proposed allocation, which includes 4.7ha public open space, retains large areas of 
woodland and parkland and also seeks to strengthen woodland planting. Key requirements 
also state that development design should have regard to the existing footpath network, and 
notes a public right of way and a country road that passes through the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Parvis Road is tree lined, which gives a pleasant feel to the 
area and acts as a buffer from the noise of the M25. 

None stated. Comment noted. Any impacts on roads and traffic are addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 The trees act as a buffer between the M25 and homes along 
Parvis Road from constant motorway noise. 

None stated. Comment noted. Any impacts on roads and traffic are addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0, paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 West Byfleet Forum distributed a questionnaire, showing 
63% support for a mixed use development (commercial, 
industrial, housing, education and sports), 17% support for a 
large residential development and 95% support that some 
development should take place on this site.  

None stated. The high level of support for some form of development of the site is welcomed. Broadoaks is 
also allocated in the draft DPD as a employment- led mixed use scheme, including offices, 
research premises and residential, including accommodation to meet the needs of the elderly.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 Many concerns about the development, particularly due to its 
large scale. Main concern is about the volume of traffic that 
would be generated, and the abilities of utilities, particularly 
drainage and sewage, to cope with significantly larger 
demands. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraphs 3.6, 3.9, 3.10 and 3.11. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 There is a great shortage of affordable housing and smaller 
homes for retired people in West Byfleet. The site would be 
put to better use if completely devoted to housing, and would 
encourage walking rather than car use as it is so near to the 
village centre.  

The site 
should be 
completely 
devoted to 
housing, 
specifically to 
meet 
affordable 
housing need 
and the needs 
of retired 
residents. 

The shortage of affordable homes is noted, and affordable housing would be required as part 
of any residential element of development of the site, as stated in the draft allocation's key 
requirements (and in the Core Strategy Policy CS12). The mixed use development of the site is 
intended to help maintain the employment role of West Byfleet, as a District Centre, in line with 
the Borough's spatial strategy, while also providing housing to meet the range of needs 
referred to. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB16 Points to office buildings that are vacant in West Byfleet, 
including Sheer House, and an industrial estate with room for 
expansion. Due to this, questions why there is need for 
Broadoaks to be an' employment led, mixed economy' and 
cannot just be used for housing. 

Questions the 
need for 
employment 
use at 
Broadoaks, 
given 
employment 
floorspace 
supply 
elsewhere in 
West Byfleet, 
and why the 
site cannot be 
used solely for 
housing. 

This point is noted, however West Byfleet plays an important role in the Borough's spatial 
strategy, as its second largest centre (a District Centre) and serving the needs of residents of 
West Byfleet, Byfleet and Pyrford. The employment element of the mix of uses proposed at this 
site is considered to maintain the employment role of West Byfleet, as outlined in the Core 
Strategy, Policy CS3 West Byfleet District Centre, point 4. and paragraph 4.18. However, any 
proposed application will be considered on its merits, in relation to the draft allocation and the 
Council's Core Strategy, particularly Policies CS3 and CS15 Sustainable Economic 
Development. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 We have very little natural green space in West Byfleet and 
the curtilage of the Wey Navigation is to the north of the site, 
is of historic importance and is enjoyed by walkers, runners 
and cyclists, canoeists and narrow boat owners. The Dodd's 
lane track runs along the southern boundary of the site, and 
is also used for cycling, dog walking and running, and to 
access the Wey Navigation. The is another area of natural 
beauty that should be protected. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, 
Section 21.0. To further 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). The proposed allocation of GB15 (Land surrounding West Hall) does not alter the 
existing Dodd's Lane track. As noted under the key requirements for the site, development 
design should additionally have regard to the existing footpath network. The pedestrian access 
from Dodd's Lane to the Wey Navigation should therefore be unaffected by the proposal and 
will continue to serve as a public right of way. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 There is overwhelming support (100% of those attending the 
meeting) to protect the Green Belt, which alongside the Wey 
Navigation is a natural buffer between Byfleet and West 
Byfleet. The trees and feel of countryside contributes to the 
enjoyment of all, including those travelling along Parvis 
Road. 

None stated. While the views presented are noted, the need for development of housing and the justification 
for use of the Green Belt is detailed in Section 1.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. West Byfleet, as a District Centre with good transport links, is considered a sustainable 
location for development. Despite this, the points raised about the natural buffer, trees and 
feeling of countryside along the Wey Navigation are elements that are considered and 
protected by the Key Requirements of the proposed allocation, which includes 4.7ha public 
open space, retains large areas of woodland and parkland and also seeks to strengthen 
woodland planting. Key requirements also state that development design should have regard 
to the existing footpath network, and notes a public right of way and a country road running 
through the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1408 Penny Hoskyn GB15 The proposed new homes will go against National Planning 
Policy's Green Belt purposes to check unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas and prevent neighbouring towns 
merging. There is also very little natural green open space 
left in West Byfleet. 

None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for 
safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Urban 
sprawl is addressed in Section 15.0 of this paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 Do not object in principle to removal from Green Belt. 
Support developing this site to meet housing needs. Support 
the Octagon proposals. 
94% of residents support some form of development on the 
site. 
A school raises infrastructure and safety issues for the A245. 

None stated. The representation is noted. 
 
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. Nevertheless, any proposed scheme on the 
site would be required to carry out a comprehensive Transport Assessment and include 
suitable mitigation measures to address highways concerns and impacts. This will be 
considered by the County Highways Authority at the Development Management stage. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 Object to the site being removed from the Green Belt. 
The site is an important buffer from the M25 noise and gives 
a countryside feel to the community. Residents do not have 
access to the land. The open fields of West Hall run 
alongside the Wey Navigation which is well used by the 
community. The Dod Lane track area and Wey Navigation 
towpath is the only green open space in this neighbourhood 
area. 

None stated. 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, 
which would also include impacts from Parvis Road. The Council also has a robust policy 
framework to make sure that developments near sources of noise provide mitigation measures.  
 
The representation regarding landscape character has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
The Council notes the comment regarding the lack of open space in West Byfleet whilst 
agreeing that the Wey Navigation is an important landscape corridor in the Borough. The 
Council also recognises that it is well used for recreational activities. The key requirements for 
the site note that additional green infrastructure could also be provided on land to the east 
which is within the same land ownership as GB15. This would act as a buffer to the Wey 
Navigation corridor with its distinctive character and wildlife corridor function. The proposed 
allocation also states that 4.7ha of public open space will be required to be provided as part of 
any development scheme. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 General support for a mixed used development comprising at 
Broadoaks commercial, industrial, housing, education and 
sports development uses at Broadoaks. 

None stated. The support for a mixed use development is noted.  
 
The site 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. 
 
Please also note that there is a 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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 GB15 and GB16 sites should be considered together 
because of the impact on the A245. This road is at capacity 
and further development will cause safety issues and make 
the traffic situation worse, impacting a much wider area 
including WTC and neighbouring boroughs of Runneymede 
and Elmbridge. 
Traffic studies in 1999, 2002 and 2015 all show the road is a 
problem and suffers from congestion that affects the local 
community.  
The 1999 report is relevant to these proposals and should be 
made available by the Council. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 GB15 and GB16 sites should be considered together 
because of the impact on the A245. This road is at capacity 
and further development will cause safety issues and make 
the traffic situation worse, impacting a much wider area 
including WTC and neighbouring boroughs of Runneymede 
and Elmbridge. 
Traffic studies in 1999, 2002 and 2015 all show the road is a 
problem and suffers from congestion that affects the local 
community.  
The 1999 report is relevant to these proposals and should be 
made available by the Council. 

None stated. The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access 
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a 
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 The medical facilities and supporting infrastructure are 
already at capacity and further development will make the 
situation worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  
 
The existing parking situation at the medical facility is noted. As part of the Site Allocations 
DPD, the proposed site of UA51 seeks to deliver the comprehensive redevelopment of the site 
and improve access and car parking facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 The medical facilities and supporting infrastructure are 
already at capacity and further development will make the 
situation worse. 

None stated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet 
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be 
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally 
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the 
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed 
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.  
 
The existing parking situation at the medical facility is noted. As part of the Site Allocations 
DPD, the proposed site of UA51 seeks to deliver the comprehensive redevelopment of the site 
and improve access and car parking facilities. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 Local schools have been increase to meet critical demand 
until 2021, this does not take into account any potential 
children from the two proposed West Byfleet Green Belt 
sites. Concerned where the increase in children will attend 
school. 
Page 45 of the DPD states West Byfleet has a secondary 
school and community centre, which is incorrect.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
Page 45 of the Site Allocations DPD refers to site UA6: Land at Albion House, High Street, 
Woking. Nevertheless it is correct that West Byfleet does not have a public Secondary School 
or community centre.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 Local schools have been increase to meet critical demand 
until 2021, this does not take into account any potential 
children from the two proposed West Byfleet Green Belt 
sites. Concerned where the increase in children will attend 
school. 
Page 45 of the DPD states West Byfleet has a secondary 
school and community centre, which is incorrect.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
Page 45 of the Site Allocations DPD refers to site UA6: Land at Albion House, High Street, 
Woking. Nevertheless it is correct that West Byfleet does not have a public Secondary School 
or community centre.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 Development puts pressure on water and sewage utilities. 
Questions if the local sewage plant will be able to cope from 
increased demand.  

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 Development puts pressure on water and sewage utilities. 
Questions if the local sewage plant will be able to cope from 
increased demand.  

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

General Local Forums and Resident Associations have delivered 
leaflets to each home regarding the consultation at 
considerable cost. Many residents did not know or fully 
understand the implications of the proposals. Asks if for the 
next round of consultation the Council could send a letter to 
all households explaining the conclusions of this consultation 
and representations. 

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 There only appear to be one possible access point which is 
on to Parvis Road which has very high traffic volumes. 

None stated. As part of these site specific measures, the 'key requirements' requires the provision of 
satisfactory vehicular access onto the A245. The exact nature of these measures will be 
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 Questions if the GB16 land could be made to provide 
affordable and small houses suitable for retired residents to 
address shortages. This would release existing larger family 
homes. 

None stated. The Council notes the suggestion.  
 
Broadoaks is designated as a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt. Green Belt policies 
therefore apply to any development scheme proposed on the site. Nevertheless the Council 
has allocated the site in the draft DPD for primarily employment uses with some residential 
development, including affordable housing and housing to meet the accommodation needs of 
the elderly. This is set out in site GB16. This site, as also noted in the Core Strategy, is an 
important employment site within the Borough and will have a significant role in helping to 
achieve the economic strategy of the Borough. 
 
It should be noted that care home and specialist accommodation are an important part of the 
housing mix in the Borough. The Council supports the retention of existing and development of 
new specialist accommodation to meet the aging population of the Borough. This is set out in 
more detail in Core Strategy Policy CS13.  
 
It is recognised that the provision of specialist accommodation such as elderly care homes will 
help in freeing up family sized housing in the Borough. Nevertheless this alone will not reduce 
the amount of land/or dwellings required to meet the local housing need.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 The road network is already at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse. 
Development will put pressure on local infrastructure and 
services. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with 
utility service providers to make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 A245 traffic problems should be addressed prior to 
development. 

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 

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. 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 A245 traffic problems should be addressed prior to 
development. 

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

General Removal of Green Belt is serious matter for all residents and 
a large area is proposed to be removed. 
Development must be built in an appropriate area and 
supporting infrastructure should be in place prior to 
commencement. 

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. 
 
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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 Concerned utilities, particularly land drainage and sewage 
will be able to cope with further development. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 and Section 5.0. 
 
As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with utility service providers to 
make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 A site's availability should not be the prime reason for 
allocation. The ability of infrastructure to sustain 
development should be determined before any sites are 
allocated. 

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 A site's availability should not be the prime reason for 
allocation. The ability of infrastructure to sustain 
development should be determined before any sites are 
allocated. 

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 The Dodd's Lane track is used by families for leisure 
purposes to access the Wey Navigation footpath. It has 
natural beauty and should be protected.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 Development will put strain on the infrastructure and will 
change the character of the community. Will potentially 
increase the population by one third. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0 and 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 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; 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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 The Council should investigate the Brownfield site at the 
back of West Byfleet Industrial Estate. Contamination should 
not be an issue for development in 2022. 

None stated. The suggested site has been allocated by the Council in the draft Site Allocations DPD, see 
Site UA49. This site is considered to be suitable for industrial uses in order to contribute 
towards the economic strategy of the Borough. The site is likely to contain significant 
contamination whilst also being in close proximity to the railway line, Rive Ditch and M25. 
Overall, the Council believe that this site is not suitable for residential purposes and would be 
best used for industrial activities to support the existing Camphill Industrial Estate. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 The Council should investigate the Brownfield site at the 
back of West Byfleet Industrial Estate. Contamination should 
not be an issue for development in 2022. 

None stated. The suggested site has been allocated by the Council in the draft Site Allocations DPD, see 
Site UA49. This site is considered to be suitable for industrial uses in order to contribute 
towards the economic strategy of the Borough. The site is likely to contain significant 
contamination whilst also being in close proximity to the railway line, Rive Ditch and M25. 
Overall, the Council believe that this site is not suitable for residential purposes and would be 
best used for industrial activities to support the existing Camphill Industrial Estate. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 Object to the release of GB15. Do not object to the release of 
GB16. 

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

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 Object to the release of GB15. Do not object to the release of 
GB16. 

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

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 There is little green space in West Byfleet. The curtilage to 
the Wey Navigation to the north of the land at Wes Hall is 
historic and enjoyed by residents for leisure purposes. 
Development will impact the waterway, an important wildlife 
corridor. It is important the ambiance of the area is protected 
for future generations. 

None stated. The Council notes the comment regarding the lack of open space in West Byfleet whilst 
agreeing that the Wey Navigation is an important wildlife and landscape corridor in the 
Borough. The Council also recognises that it is well used for recreational activities. The key 
requirements for the site note that additional green infrastructure could also be provided on 
land to the east which is within the same land ownership as GB15. This would act as a buffer 
to the Wey Navigation corridor with its distinctive character and wildlife corridor function. The 
proposed allocation also states that 4.7ha of public open space will be required to be provided 
as part of any development scheme. 
 
During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife 
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. 
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural 
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed. 
 
Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as 
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the 
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new 
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces 
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors 
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and 
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity 
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning 
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to 
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. 
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to 
approval of the development. 
 
It should be noted that the proposed allocation seeks to improve foot and cycle paths into the 
site whilst exploring the opportunity to improve the wider network.  
 
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. 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 During a WBRA public meeting 100% attendees stated that 
this site should remain Green Belt. It is a natural buffer 
between Byfleet and West and a noise buffer to the M25. 
The area contributes to a countryside feel. 

None stated. The Council welcomes the opportunity to engage with the local community and will continue to 
do this throughout the preparation of the DPD (as set out in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 6.0) where it is within the available resources. 
 
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. 
 
Development proposals will need meet all other relevant Development Plan Policies including 
robust policies in the Core Strategy and emerging Development Management Policies which 
seek to protect and encourage the creation of Green Infrastructure including trees. 
Development will also be built to high environmental standards in accordance with the 
environmental/climate change requirements of the Core Strategy.  
 
Also, this proposed allocation includes a list of key requirements to be met to make the 
development of the site acceptable. This includes the requirement to conduct landscape 
assessment/ecological survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable 
landscape features; and a requirement for a Noise Impact Assessment due to the proximity of 
the site to the M25 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 West Byfleet has little green space, it is unfair a major part of 
proposed housing are on this Green Belt. 

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 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 West Byfleet has little green space, it is unfair a major part of 
proposed housing are on this Green Belt. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose 
and integrity. 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB15 The additional strain developments will have on West 
Byfleet's infrastructure, which is used by the wider 
community, must be addressed before developments are 
considered. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with 
utility service providers to make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1011 Penny 
Pauline 

Hoskyn 
Hedges 

GB16 The additional strain developments will have on West 
Byfleet's infrastructure, which is used by the wider 
community, must be addressed before developments are 
considered. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with 
utility service providers to make sure that supply keeps up with demand. 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 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB12 The local infrastructure is already at capacity, including 
roads, schools and nurseries, 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. 
 
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 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 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB13 The local infrastructure is already at capacity, including 
roads, schools and nurseries, 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The 
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning 
application stage.  
 
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in 
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD 
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The representation regarding education provision has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8. 
 
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. 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB12 The GBBR stated one of the fields were not appropriate 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 6.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB13 The GBBR stated one of the fields were not appropriate 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 6.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB12 The Pyrford Forum object to the removal and development of 
the Green Belt sites. The forum appear to be frustrated by 
the Council's attitude and procedures. 

None stated. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB13 The Pyrford Forum object to the removal and development of 
the Green Belt sites. The forum appear to be frustrated by 
the Council's attitude and procedures. 

None stated. 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB12 Believe the Council for Preservation of Rural England will 
also object to the proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and Section 23.0.  
 
The Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design, the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD include robust policies and guidance to make sure that development does not 
have unacceptable impacts on the environment and requires development to be built to high 
design standards. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB13 Believe the Council for Preservation of Rural England will 
also object to the proposals. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and Section 23.0.  
 
The Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design, the Design Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 
and Outlook, Amenity, Privacy and Daylight SPD and the emerging Development Management 
Policies DPD include robust policies and guidance to make sure that development does not 
have unacceptable impacts on the environment and requires development to be built to high 
design standards. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB12 Object to housing development on the site. The development 
would ruin the character of the village and would overwhelm 
the village. 

None stated. The Site Allocations DPD has been prepared to meet the local development needs of the 
Borough. It is based on the spatial vision and key objectives of the Core Strategy and not 
based on Government housing targets. 
 
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. 

1002 Stephen Hounsell GB13 Object to housing development on the site. The development 
would ruin the character of the village and would overwhelm 
the village. 

None stated. The Site Allocations DPD has been prepared to meet the local development needs of the 
Borough. It is based on the spatial vision and key objectives of the Core Strategy and not 
based on Government housing targets. 
 
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 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 Recognise Pyrford a special village worthy of special 
consideration and do not fill its green spaces with housing. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and Section 23.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB13 Recognise Pyrford a special village worthy of special 
consideration and do not fill its green spaces with housing. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and Section 23.0.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 Provide some attractive homes suitable for downsizers to 
free up family homes. 

None stated. The Council has a robust policy framework to ensure that new development is of high design 
standards. This includes the Core Strategy (Policy CS21), the Development Management 
Policies DPD and the Design SPD. These policies and guidance will be taken into account at 
the Development Management stage when a planning application is put forward. 
 
Core Strategy Policy CS13 states that the Council will encourage the provision of elderly 
accommodation in sustainable locations across the Borough. It is recognised that this will help 
in freeing up family sized housing in the Borough. Nevertheless this alone will not reduce the 
amount of land/or dwellings required to meet the local housing need.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 Provide some attractive homes suitable for downsizers to 
free up family homes. 

None stated. The Council has a robust policy framework to ensure that new development is of high design 
standards. This includes the Core Strategy (Policy CS21), the Development Management 
Policies DPD and the Design SPD. These policies and guidance will be taken into account at 
the Development Management stage when a planning application is put forward. 
 
Core Strategy Policy CS13 states that the Council will encourage the provision of elderly 
accommodation in sustainable locations across the Borough. It is recognised that this will help 
in freeing up family sized housing in the Borough. Nevertheless this alone will not reduce the 
amount of land/or dwellings required to meet the local housing need.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 People live here because of the pleasant environment. The 
road network is already at capacity and further development 
will make the situation worse. There are other areas in the 
Borough that have been identified as more suitable. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0, 19.0, 20.0, 23.0 and 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 People live here because of the pleasant environment. The 
road network is already at capacity and further development 
will make the situation worse. There are other areas in the 
Borough that have been identified as more suitable. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 7.0, 19.0, 20.0, 23.0 and 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 Has environmental concerns in relation to roads, water, 
sewage and loss of habitat. 

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 

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. 
 
The environmental impact of the proposed allocation has been carefully considered by the 
Council. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process has been used to appraise sites for 
development, taking into account a wide range of environmental indicators. The appraisal 
alongside the other documents within the Council's evidence base indicate that the site is 
suitable for development whilst making sure that the Green Belt is not undermined in its overall 
purpose and integrity. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

1023 Patricia Hounsell GB12 Has environmental concerns in relation to roads, water, 
sewage and loss of habitat. 

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 environmental impact of the proposed allocation has been carefully considered by the 
Council. The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) process has been used to appraise sites for 
development, taking into account a wide range of environmental indicators. The appraisal 
alongside the other documents within the Council's evidence base indicate that the site is 
suitable for development whilst making sure that the Green Belt is not undermined in its overall 
purpose and integrity. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston General Appalled at the idea of building on Green Belt land, now or in 
the future. The idea is not sound for the future of the 
community or people. Please push back these plans as 
representatives of the area.  

None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 1.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB1 Byfleet has flooded in the past and further development, 
especially on Green Belt, can make the situation worse. Can 
you guarantee that any additional building work will not 
cause extra flooding in the area? 

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 

761 Ann Houston GB4 Byfleet has been flooded in the past and this will be worse if 
development takes place on Green Belt. Can you guarantee 
flood risk will not increase if development takes place on the 
Green Belt? 

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 

761 Ann Houston GB5 Byfleet has been flooded in the past and this will be worse if 
development takes place on Green Belt. Can you guarantee 
flood risk will not increase if development takes place on the 
Green Belt? 

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 

761 Ann Houston GB15 Byfleet has been flooded in the past and this will be worse if 
development takes place on Green Belt. Can you guarantee 
flood risk will not increase if development takes place on the 
Green Belt? 

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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761 Ann Houston GB16 Byfleet has been flooded in the past and this will be worse if 
development takes place on Green Belt. Can you guarantee 
flood risk will not increase if development takes place on the 
Green Belt? 

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 

761 Ann Houston GB17 Byfleet has been flooded in the past and this will be worse if 
development takes place on Green Belt. Can you guarantee 
flood risk will not increase if development takes place on the 
Green Belt? 

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 

761 Ann Houston GB23 Byfleet has been flooded in the past and this will be worse if 
development takes place on Green Belt. Can you guarantee 
flood risk will not increase if development takes place on the 
Green Belt? 

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 

761 Ann Houston GB1 The petition against building in the Green Belt has been 
ignored. Why build on the small amount of Green Belt Byfleet 
has when Woking's Green Belt remains preserved.  

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for 
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD 
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site 
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open 
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3% 
(10.26ha). 
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
The 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 

761 Ann Houston GB4 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. There is little of a village and Green Belt in Byfleet 
already. The proposals will preserve Woking's 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 
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 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 

761 Ann Houston GB5 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. There is little of a village and Green Belt in Byfleet 
already. The proposals will preserve Woking's 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 

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

761 Ann Houston GB15 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. There is little of a village and Green Belt in Byfleet 
already. The proposals will preserve Woking's 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 
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 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 

761 Ann Houston GB16 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. There is little of a village and Green Belt in Byfleet 
already. The proposals will preserve Woking's 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 
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 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 
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761 Ann Houston GB17 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. There is little of a village and Green Belt in Byfleet 
already. The proposals will preserve Woking's 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 
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 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 

761 Ann Houston GB23 The Byfleet Petition with some 2,500 names has been 
ignored. There is little of a village and Green Belt in Byfleet 
already. The proposals will preserve Woking's 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 
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 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 

761 Ann Houston GB1 The current infrastructure in Byfleet is inadequate. How will it 
cope with additional people.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB4 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. What measures are 
in place to support an increase in population? 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB5 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. What measures are 
in place to support an increase in population? 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB15 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. What measures are 
in place to support an increase in population? 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB16 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. What measures are 
in place to support an increase in population? 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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761 Ann Houston GB23 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. What measures are 
in place to support an increase in population? 

None stated. This site is not proposed for development. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB17 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. What measures are 
in place to support an increase in population? 

None stated. This site is proposed for a SANG. This has therefore been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.7. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB17 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 
Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable. 

None stated. It should be noted that this site is not proposed for development but for Green Infrastructure 
purposes. Therefore this site is likely to have a positive impact on the natural environment. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB23 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 
Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable. 

None stated. It should be noted that this site is not proposed for development. Therefore this site is likely to 
have a positive impact on the natural environment through its continued use as a playing field. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB1 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 
Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable.  

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the Council's 
assessment of brownfield sites in the Borough has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 11.0. 
 
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. The emerging Development 
Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy to prevent development that will result in 
adverse impacts on air quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB4 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 
Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the Council's 
assessment of brownfield sites in the Borough has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 11.0. 
 
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. The emerging Development 
Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy to prevent development that will result in 
adverse impacts on air quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB5 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 
Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the Council's 
assessment of brownfield sites in the Borough has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 11.0. 
 
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. The emerging Development 
Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy to prevent development that will result in 
adverse impacts on air quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB15 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 
Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable. 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the Council's 
assessment of brownfield sites in the Borough has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 11.0. 
 
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. The emerging Development 
Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy to prevent development that will result in 
adverse impacts on air quality. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

761 Ann Houston GB16 Green Belt must be preserved for future generations. If you 
build on Green Belt then the area will become a concrete 
urban jungle. The air pollution will have an impact on health 
and well-being. Brownfield sites can be used outside of 

None stated. The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development and the Council's 
assessment of brownfield sites in the Borough has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and 11.0. 
 
The site is in close proximity to the existing urban area, including bus routes, cycle routes and 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Byfleet when their current purpose is no longer viable. 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. The emerging Development 
Management Policies DPD also contains robust policy to prevent development that will result in 
adverse impacts on air quality. 

761 Ann Houston UA1 The library is a meeting place and place of learning. It will not 
be replaced if developed for housing. A sprawl of housing 
does not make a community. There is more crime, heartache 
and less friendliness. 

None stated. The Site Allocations DPD is clear in stating that the redevelopment of the site would need to 
include the reprovision of the existing library. The Council notes and agrees that the existing 
facility is an important community asset, hence the key requirement to replace the existing as 
apart of a redevelopment of the site. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB8 Mayford's current infrastructure cannot support additional 
residents. There are no shops other than a post office and 
barber shop, no medical provision, school or public services. 
Building a school with recreational facilities with exacerbate 
existing traffic. Housing cannot be built without supporting 
infrastructure. Requests the Council reconsider the plans, 
which will have a devastating impact on our village. 

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. The 
transport infrastructure needs of this school at Egley Road will be dealt with as part of the 
implementation of the planning permission (PLAN/2015/0703) and is also a key requirement of 
the allocation. In addition, infrastructure is dealt with in Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB9 Mayford's current infrastructure cannot support additional 
residents. There are no shops other than a post office and 
barber shop, no medical provision, school or public services. 
Building a school with recreational facilities with exacerbate 
existing traffic. Housing cannot be built without supporting 
infrastructure. Requests the Council reconsider the plans, 
which will have a devastating impact on our village. 

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. The 
transport infrastructure needs of this school at Egley Road will be dealt with as part of the 
implementation of the planning permission (PLAN/2015/0703) and is also a key requirement of 
the allocation. In addition, infrastructure is dealt with in Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB10 Mayford's current infrastructure cannot support additional 
residents. There are no shops other than a post office and 
barber shop, no medical provision, school or public services. 
Building a school with recreational facilities with exacerbate 
existing traffic. Housing cannot be built without supporting 
infrastructure. Requests the Council reconsider the plans, 
which will have a devastating impact on our village. 

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. The 
transport infrastructure needs of this school at Egley Road will be dealt with as part of the 
implementation of the planning permission (PLAN/2015/0703) and is also a key requirement of 
the allocation. In addition, infrastructure is dealt with in Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB11 Mayford's current infrastructure cannot support additional 
residents. There are no shops other than a post office and 
barber shop, no medical provision, school or public services. 
Building a school with recreational facilities with exacerbate 
existing traffic. Housing cannot be built without supporting 
infrastructure. Requests the Council reconsider the plans, 
which will have a devastating impact on our village. 

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. The 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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transport infrastructure needs of this school at Egley Road will be dealt with as part of the 
implementation of the planning permission (PLAN/2015/0703) and is also a key requirement of 
the allocation. In addition, infrastructure is dealt with in Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

493 G Howard GB14 Mayford's current infrastructure cannot support additional 
residents. There are no shops other than a post office and 
barber shop, no medical provision, school or public services. 
Building a school with recreational facilities with exacerbate 
existing traffic. Housing cannot be built without supporting 
infrastructure. Requests the Council reconsider the plans, 
which will have a devastating impact on our village. 

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. The 
transport infrastructure needs of this school at Egley Road will be dealt with as part of the 
implementation of the planning permission (PLAN/2015/0703) and is also a key requirement of 
the allocation. In addition, infrastructure is dealt with in Section 3.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB7 Smarts Heath Road is a residential area and therefore 
unsuitable for a Traveller site. Mayford already provides a 
leading contribution to the Traveller Community just a mile 
away. 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 

493 G Howard GB8 There appears to have been no consideration to the impact 
on Mayford's infrastructure, particularly in relation to increase 
numbers of cars on existing single lane roads without 
pavements. Roads will become dangerous to drivers and 
pedestrians. Public transport is limited, so the majority of 
residents use private transport, leading to high levels of 
traffic, which will increase, alongside accidents.  

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 point on public transport is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB9 There appears to have been no consideration to the impact 
on Mayford's infrastructure, particularly in relation to increase 
numbers of cars on existing single lane roads without 
pavements. Roads will become dangerous to drivers and 
pedestrians. Public transport is limited, so the majority of 
residents use private transport, leading to high levels of 
traffic, which will increase, alongside accidents.  

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 point on public transport is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB10 There appears to have been no consideration to the impact 
on Mayford's infrastructure, particularly in relation to increase 
numbers of cars on existing single lane roads without 
pavements. Roads will become dangerous to drivers and 
pedestrians. Public transport is limited, so the majority of 
residents use private transport, leading to high levels of 
traffic, which will increase, alongside accidents.  

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 point on public transport is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB11 There appears to have been no consideration to the impact 
on Mayford's infrastructure, particularly in relation to increase 
numbers of cars on existing single lane roads without 
pavements. Roads will become dangerous to drivers and 
pedestrians. Public transport is limited, so the majority of 
residents use private transport, leading to high levels of 
traffic, which will increase, alongside accidents.  

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 point on public transport is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB14 There appears to have been no consideration to the impact 
on Mayford's infrastructure, particularly in relation to increase 
numbers of cars on existing single lane roads without 
pavements. Roads will become dangerous to drivers and 
pedestrians. Public transport is limited, so the majority of 
residents use private transport, leading to high levels of 
traffic, which will increase, alongside accidents.  

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 point on public transport is fully 
acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant 
operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational 
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.   

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

409 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

493 G Howard GB7 Concerned about the Woking 2027 planning proposals, 
particularly relating the GB7 Then Acre Farm. Objects 
strongly to the increase in the number of Travellers pitches 
on this land.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

493 G Howard GB8 Objects to the proposal for housing. The purpose of Green 
Belt is to have green space between towns. There appears 
to have been no consideration to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement to Woking nor the impact on the 
character of our 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 

493 G Howard GB9 Objects to the proposal for housing. The purpose of Green 
Belt is to have green space between towns. There appears 
to have been no consideration to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement to Woking nor the impact on the 
character of our 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 

493 G Howard GB10 Objects to the proposal for housing. The purpose of Green 
Belt is to have green space between towns. There appears 
to have been no consideration to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement to Woking nor the impact on the 
character of our 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 

493 G Howard GB11 Objects to the proposal for housing. The purpose of Green 
Belt is to have green space between towns. There appears 
to have been no consideration to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement to Woking nor the impact on the 
character of our 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 

493 G Howard GB14 Objects to the proposal for housing. The purpose of Green 
Belt is to have green space between towns. There appears 
to have been no consideration to preserving Mayford as a 
separate settlement to Woking nor the impact on the 
character of our 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 

493 G Howard GB7 We use Smarts Heath Common for leisure and an increase 
in the size of the current Traveller site would decrease the 
visual amenity and character of the land, and increase risk to 
wildlife. 

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 

1063 Peter Howard General Objecting None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1063 Peter Howard General Objecting None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Many sites are large with multiple land ownership and 
currently in office use. Many sites are allocated for mixed use 
development, including housing, offices and other uses such 

Regulation 19 
consultation 
should include 

The Council has ensured that the sites identified for allocation have a reasonable prospect of 
being available, as an important consideration to provide certainty of delivery, as outlined in the 
NPPF. Landowner intentions are reflected in the proposed uses included in the allocations. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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as retail. Gives an example of site UA8, and states the 
delivery arrangements. This does not provide sufficient 
information to meet the NPPF's test for developable sites 
(that they are in a suitable location and there should be a 
reasonable prospect of them being available and could be 
viably developed at the point envisaged). Apart from stating 
the site is in multiple ownership there is no information about 
landowner intentions, and therefore cannot be described as 
having a reasonable prospect of being available. There is 
also no information on viability. Further information is needed 
for a Regulation 19 consultation. Also the allocation of sites 
for housing and/or employment does not provide sufficient 
information about quantities of homes or employment 
floorspace, making it difficult to assess whether identified 
needs are being met. If sites are relied on for housing but 
only deliver office floorspace, there is flexibility in supply and 
additional sites may be needed, to ensure needs are met 
and different scenarios calculated. 

further 
information 
about 
landowner 
intentions, and 
so the 
prospect of 
availability, 
and also about 
viability. 
Information is 
needed about 
quantities of 
homes and 
employment/ 
other 
floorspaces, 
and how they 
meet identified 
need. 

The key requirements suggest an appropriate residential density for each site proposing 
residential development and the reasoned justification provides an estimated residential 
development yield, which informs the Council's understanding of the potential supply of homes 
from allocated sites. However, it is for individual planning applications to put forward the 
quantity of development that is considered appropriate with regard to the context, location, 
constraints and key requirements of each site. With regard to employment floorspace, the 
Council will ensure that proposals contribute both quantitatively and qualitatively to the 
employment objectives of the Borough, with regard to the site's location and characteristics. 
Employment and housing development will be continually monitored and reviewed, in line with 
the Council's Core Strategy.  

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Many sites are large with multiple land ownership and 
currently in office use. Many sites are allocated for mixed use 
development, including housing, offices and other uses such 
as retail. Gives an example of site UA8, and states the 
delivery arrangements. This does not provide sufficient 
information to meet the NPPF's test for developable sites 
(that they are in a suitable location and there should be a 
reasonable prospect of them being available and could be 
viably developed at the point envisaged). Apart from stating 
the site is in multiple ownership there is no information about 
landowner intentions, and therefore cannot be described as 
having a reasonable prospect of being available. There is 
also no information on viability. Further information is needed 
for a Regulation 19 consultation. Also the allocation of sites 
for housing and/or employment does not provide sufficient 
information about quantities of homes or employment 
floorspace, making it difficult to assess whether identified 
needs are being met. If sites are relied on for housing but 
only deliver office floorspace, there is flexibility in supply and 
additional sites may be needed, to ensure needs are met 
and different scenarios calculated. 

Regulation 19 
consultation 
should include 
further 
information 
about 
landowner 
intentions, and 
so the 
prospect of 
availability, 
and also about 
viability. 
Information is 
needed about 
quantities of 
homes and 
employment/ 
other 
floorspaces, 
and how they 
meet identified 
need. 

The Council has ensured that the sites identified for allocation have a reasonable prospect of 
being available, as an important consideration to provide certainty of delivery, as outlined in the 
NPPF. Landowner intentions are reflected in the proposed uses included in the allocations. 
The key requirements suggest an appropriate residential density for each site proposing 
residential development and the reasoned justification provides an estimated residential 
development yield, which informs the Council's understanding of the potential supply of homes 
from allocated sites. However, it is for individual planning applications to put forward the 
quantity of development that is considered appropriate with regard to the context, location, 
constraints and key requirements of each site. With regard to employment floorspace, the 
Council will ensure that proposals contribute both quantitatively and qualitatively to the 
employment objectives of the Borough, with regard to the site's location and characteristics. 
Employment and housing development will be continually monitored and reviewed, in line with 
the Council's Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard UA8 Many sites are large with multiple land ownership and 
currently in office use. Many sites are allocated for mixed use 
development, including housing, offices and other uses such 
as retail. Gives an example of site UA8, and states the 
delivery arrangements. This does not provide sufficient 
information to meet the NPPF's test for developable sites 
(that they are in a suitable location and there should be a 
reasonable prospect of them being available and could be 
viably developed at the point envisaged). Apart from stating 
the site is in multiple ownership there is no information about 
landowner intentions, and therefore cannot be described as 
having a reasonable prospect of being available. There is 
also no information on viability. Further information is needed 
for a Regulation 19 consultation. Also the allocation of sites 
for housing and/or employment does not provide sufficient 
information about quantities of homes or employment 
floorspace, making it difficult to assess whether identified 

Regulation 19 
consultation 
should include 
further 
information 
about 
landowner 
intentions, and 
so the 
prospect of 
availability, 
and also about 
viability. 
Information is 
needed about 
quantities of 
homes and 

The Council has ensured that the sites identified for allocation have a reasonable prospect of 
being available, as an important consideration to provide certainty of delivery, as outlined in the 
NPPF. Landowner intentions are reflected in the proposed uses included in the allocations. 
The key requirements suggest an appropriate residential density for each site proposing 
residential development and the reasoned justification provides an estimated residential 
development yield, which informs the Council's understanding of the potential supply of homes 
from allocated sites. However, it is for individual planning applications to put forward the 
quantity of development that is considered appropriate with regard to the context, location, 
constraints and key requirements of each site. With regard to employment floorspace, the 
Council will ensure that proposals contribute both quantitatively and qualitatively to the 
employment objectives of the Borough, with regard to the site's location and characteristics. 
Employment and housing development will be continually monitored and reviewed, in line with 
the Council's Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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needs are being met. If sites are relied on for housing but 
only deliver office floorspace, there is flexibility in supply and 
additional sites may be needed, to ensure needs are met 
and different scenarios calculated. 

employment/ 
other 
floorspaces, 
and how they 
meet identified 
need. 

1480 Laura Howard General Re-affirms concerns raised previously as part of the Green 
Belt Review method consultation. States that the review was 
limited and unduly restrictive, in only looking to identify land 
to meet the Core Strategy commitment of 550 homes and 
additional land of about 40 hectares to safeguard until 2040. 
The study should have assessed all land and identified 
parcels that do not contribute towards Green Belt purposes. 
The study could still differentiate between CS and 
safeguarded sites. This approach would enable greater 
flexibility to meet long term need and would not exclude sites 
purely due to the limited scope of the study. Notes a High 
Court decision which showed that the strength of the Green 
Belt cannot preclude the existence of exceptional 
circumstances. Given the now greater understanding of 
objectively assessed need and the need to maintain review 
of housing delivery intentions, specific attention should be 
given to NPPF para 14. 

None stated. The Green Belt Boundary Review was only one evidence base document that informed the 
sites selected in the draft DPD, and did not limit the assessment or identification of land for 
allocation. It should be noted that the majority of allocated sites are in Woking Borough's urban 
area. This representation is addressed in detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 8.0, 9.0, 10.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Re-affirms concerns raised previously as part of the Green 
Belt Review method consultation. States that the review was 
limited and unduly restrictive, in only looking to identify land 
to meet the Core Strategy commitment of 550 homes and 
additional land of about 40 hectares to safeguard until 2040. 
The study should have assessed all land and identified 
parcels that do not contribute towards Green Belt purposes. 
The study could still differentiate between CS and 
safeguarded sites. This approach would enable greater 
flexibility to meet long term need and would not exclude sites 
purely due to the limited scope of the study. Notes a High 
Court decision which showed that the strength of the Green 
Belt cannot preclude the existence of exceptional 
circumstances. Given the now greater understanding of 
objectively assessed need and the need to maintain review 
of housing delivery intentions, specific attention should be 
given to NPPF para 14. 

None stated. The Green Belt Boundary Review was only one evidence base document that informed the 
sites selected in the draft DPD, and did not limit the assessment or identification of land for 
allocation. It should be noted that the majority of allocated sites are in Woking Borough's urban 
area. This representation is addressed in detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 8.0, 9.0, 10.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Re-affirms concerns raised previously as part of the Green 
Belt Review method consultation. States that the review was 
limited and unduly restrictive, in only looking to identify land 
to meet the Core Strategy commitment of 550 homes and 
additional land of about 40 hectares to safeguard until 2040. 
The study should have assessed all land and identified 
parcels that do not contribute towards Green Belt purposes. 
The study could still differentiate between CS and 
safeguarded sites. This approach would enable greater 
flexibility to meet long term need and would not exclude sites 
purely due to the limited scope of the study. Notes a High 
Court decision which showed that the strength of the Green 
Belt cannot preclude the existence of exceptional 
circumstances. Given the now greater understanding of 
objectively assessed need and the need to maintain review 
of housing delivery intentions, specific attention should be 
given to NPPF para 14. 

None stated. The Green Belt Boundary Review was only one evidence base document that informed the 
sites selected in the draft DPD, and did not limit the assessment or identification of land for 
allocation. It should be noted that the majority of allocated sites are in Woking Borough's urban 
area. This representation is addressed in detail in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic 
Paper. See Sections 8.0, 9.0, 10.0 and 11.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard General Notes that the plan uses the West Surrey SHMA 2009, and 
that the Council has chosen not to publish the new West 
Surrey SHMA until finalised. Given the draft SHMA (Dec 

Using the 
emerging 
(draft 2014) 

In terms of the total objectively assessed need for the Borough, the revised SHMA figure of 
517 is not significantly different from the options that were previously assessed in the 
preparation and examination of the Core Strategy. Therefore there is no justification at this 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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2014) is in the public domain, using these figures would be 
more accurate to address the needs identified. The emerging 
West Surrey SHMA identifies a specific need figure for 
specialist housing for older people and care home spaces. 
Expects the next iteration of the plan to show how this need 
would be met.  

SHMA would 
be more 
accurate in 
addressing 
identified 
need. This 
document 
identifies need 
figures for 
specialist 
housing for 
older people 
and care home 
spaces, and 
the plan 
should be 
amended 
show how this 
need would be 
met. 

stage to review the Core Strategy housing requirement. While it is acknowledged that the latest 
West Surrey SHMA (2015) identifies specific need figures for older people, the Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 supports the development of specialist accommodation for older people and 
vulnerable groups in suitable locations. It states that the level of need will be reflected in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is not the role of this DPD to set housing 
requirements, or to retrofit the Core Strategy to include specific requirements for particular 
types of need. It would be inappropriate for the DPD to do this, as this is not its purpose or 
intention. However, the draft Site Allocations document does allocate Site GB16: Broadoaks, 
Parvis Road, West Byfleet for a mix of uses that includes meeting the accommodation needs of 
the elderly within the plan period. In addition, Site GB4: Land south of High St, Byfleet, as a 
site safeguarded for development after 2026, provides an opportunity for a mix of dwellings, 
including homes for older people and possible extra care units.  

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Notes that the plan uses the West Surrey SHMA 2009, and 
that the Council has chosen not to publish the new West 
Surrey SHMA until finalised. Given the draft SHMA (Dec 
2014) is in the public domain, using these figures would be 
more accurate to address the needs identified. The emerging 
West Surrey SHMA identifies a specific need figure for 
specialist housing for older people and care home spaces. 
Expects the next iteration of the plan to show how this need 
would be met.  

Using the 
emerging 
(draft 2014) 
SHMA would 
be more 
accurate in 
addressing 
identified 
need. This 
document 
identifies need 
figures for 
specialist 
housing for 
older people 
and care home 
spaces, and 
the plan 
should be 
amended 
show how this 
need would be 
met. 

In terms of the total objectively assessed need for the Borough, the revised SHMA figure of 
517 is not significantly different from the options that were previously assessed in the 
preparation and examination of the Core Strategy. Therefore there is no justification at this 
stage to review the Core Strategy housing requirement. While it is acknowledged that the latest 
West Surrey SHMA (2015) identifies specific need figures for older people, the Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 supports the development of specialist accommodation for older people and 
vulnerable groups in suitable locations. It states that the level of need will be reflected in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is not the role of this DPD to set housing 
requirements, or to retrofit the Core Strategy to include specific requirements for particular 
types of need. It would be inappropriate for the DPD to do this, as this is not its purpose or 
intention. However, the draft Site Allocations document does allocate Site GB16: Broadoaks, 
Parvis Road, West Byfleet for a mix of uses that includes meeting the accommodation needs of 
the elderly within the plan period. In addition, Site GB4: Land south of High St, Byfleet, as a 
site safeguarded for development after 2026, provides an opportunity for a mix of dwellings, 
including homes for older people and possible extra care units.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Notes that the plan uses the West Surrey SHMA 2009, and 
that the Council has chosen not to publish the new West 
Surrey SHMA until finalised. Given the draft SHMA (Dec 
2014) is in the public domain, using these figures would be 
more accurate to address the needs identified. The emerging 
West Surrey SHMA identifies a specific need figure for 
specialist housing for older people and care home spaces. 
Expects the next iteration of the plan to show how this need 
would be met.  

Using the 
emerging 
(draft 2014) 
SHMA would 
be more 
accurate in 
addressing 
identified 
need. This 
document 
identifies need 
figures for 
specialist 
housing for 
older people 
and care home 
spaces, and 

In terms of the total objectively assessed need for the Borough, the revised SHMA figure of 
517 is not significantly different from the options that were previously assessed in the 
preparation and examination of the Core Strategy. Therefore there is no justification at this 
stage to review the Core Strategy housing requirement. While it is acknowledged that the latest 
West Surrey SHMA (2015) identifies specific need figures for older people, the Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 supports the development of specialist accommodation for older people and 
vulnerable groups in suitable locations. It states that the level of need will be reflected in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is not the role of this DPD to set housing 
requirements, or to retrofit the Core Strategy to include specific requirements for particular 
types of need. It would be inappropriate for the DPD to do this, as this is not its purpose or 
intention. However, the draft Site Allocations document does allocate Site GB16: Broadoaks, 
Parvis Road, West Byfleet for a mix of uses that includes meeting the accommodation needs of 
the elderly within the plan period. In addition, Site GB4: Land south of High St, Byfleet, as a 
site safeguarded for development after 2026, provides an opportunity for a mix of dwellings, 
including homes for older people and possible extra care units.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the plan 
should be 
amended 
show how this 
need would be 
met. 

1480 Laura Howard General Notes that the plan uses the West Surrey SHMA 2009, and 
that the Council has chosen not to publish the new West 
Surrey SHMA until finalised. Given the draft SHMA (Dec 
2014) is in the public domain, using these figures would be 
more accurate to address the needs identified. The emerging 
West Surrey SHMA identifies a specific need figure for 
specialist housing for older people and care home spaces. 
Expects the next iteration of the plan to show how this need 
would be met.  

Using the 
emerging 
(draft 2014) 
SHMA would 
be more 
accurate in 
addressing 
identified 
need. This 
document 
identifies need 
figures for 
specialist 
housing for 
older people 
and care home 
spaces, and 
the plan 
should be 
amended 
show how this 
need would be 
met. 

In terms of the total objectively assessed need for the Borough, the revised SHMA figure of 
517 is not significantly different from the options that were previously assessed in the 
preparation and examination of the Core Strategy. Therefore there is no justification at this 
stage to review the Core Strategy housing requirement. While it is acknowledged that the latest 
West Surrey SHMA (2015) identifies specific need figures for older people, the Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 supports the development of specialist accommodation for older people and 
vulnerable groups in suitable locations. It states that the level of need will be reflected in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is not the role of this DPD to set housing 
requirements, or to retrofit the Core Strategy to include specific requirements for particular 
types of need. It would be inappropriate for the DPD to do this, as this is not its purpose or 
intention. However, the draft Site Allocations document does allocate Site GB16: Broadoaks, 
Parvis Road, West Byfleet for a mix of uses that includes meeting the accommodation needs of 
the elderly within the plan period. In addition, Site GB4: Land south of High St, Byfleet, as a 
site safeguarded for development after 2026, provides an opportunity for a mix of dwellings, 
including homes for older people and possible extra care units.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Notes that the plan uses the West Surrey SHMA 2009, and 
that the Council has chosen not to publish the new West 
Surrey SHMA until finalised. Given the draft SHMA (Dec 
2014) is in the public domain, using these figures would be 
more accurate to address the needs identified. The emerging 
West Surrey SHMA identifies a specific need figure for 
specialist housing for older people and care home spaces. 
Expects the next iteration of the plan to show how this need 
would be met.  

Using the 
emerging 
(draft 2014) 
SHMA would 
be more 
accurate in 
addressing 
identified 
need. This 
document 
identifies need 
figures for 
specialist 
housing for 
older people 
and care home 
spaces, and 
the plan 
should be 
amended 
show how this 
need would be 
met. 

In terms of the total objectively assessed need for the Borough, the revised SHMA figure of 
517 is not significantly different from the options that were previously assessed in the 
preparation and examination of the Core Strategy. Therefore there is no justification at this 
stage to review the Core Strategy housing requirement. While it is acknowledged that the latest 
West Surrey SHMA (2015) identifies specific need figures for older people, the Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 supports the development of specialist accommodation for older people and 
vulnerable groups in suitable locations. It states that the level of need will be reflected in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is not the role of this DPD to set housing 
requirements, or to retrofit the Core Strategy to include specific requirements for particular 
types of need. It would be inappropriate for the DPD to do this, as this is not its purpose or 
intention. However, the draft Site Allocations document does allocate Site GB16: Broadoaks, 
Parvis Road, West Byfleet for a mix of uses that includes meeting the accommodation needs of 
the elderly within the plan period. In addition, Site GB4: Land south of High St, Byfleet, as a 
site safeguarded for development after 2026, provides an opportunity for a mix of dwellings, 
including homes for older people and possible extra care units.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Notes that the plan uses the West Surrey SHMA 2009, and 
that the Council has chosen not to publish the new West 
Surrey SHMA until finalised. Given the draft SHMA (Dec 
2014) is in the public domain, using these figures would be 
more accurate to address the needs identified. The emerging 
West Surrey SHMA identifies a specific need figure for 
specialist housing for older people and care home spaces. 
Expects the next iteration of the plan to show how this need 

Using the 
emerging 
(draft 2014) 
SHMA would 
be more 
accurate in 
addressing 
identified 

In terms of the total objectively assessed need for the Borough, the revised SHMA figure of 
517 is not significantly different from the options that were previously assessed in the 
preparation and examination of the Core Strategy. Therefore there is no justification at this 
stage to review the Core Strategy housing requirement. While it is acknowledged that the latest 
West Surrey SHMA (2015) identifies specific need figures for older people, the Core Strategy 
Policy CS13 supports the development of specialist accommodation for older people and 
vulnerable groups in suitable locations. It states that the level of need will be reflected in the 
latest Strategic Housing Market Assessment. It is not the role of this DPD to set housing 
requirements, or to retrofit the Core Strategy to include specific requirements for particular 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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would be met.  need. This 
document 
identifies need 
figures for 
specialist 
housing for 
older people 
and care home 
spaces, and 
the plan 
should be 
amended 
show how this 
need would be 
met. 

types of need. It would be inappropriate for the DPD to do this, as this is not its purpose or 
intention. However, the draft Site Allocations document does allocate Site GB16: Broadoaks, 
Parvis Road, West Byfleet for a mix of uses that includes meeting the accommodation needs of 
the elderly within the plan period. In addition, Site GB4: Land south of High St, Byfleet, as a 
site safeguarded for development after 2026, provides an opportunity for a mix of dwellings, 
including homes for older people and possible extra care units.  

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Notes that ‘Surrey County Council has undertaken an officer 
level Strategic Transport Assessment of the transport 
aspects of the proposed Green Belt sites to consider the 
adequacy of local highway transport and accessibility to local 
services and has identified no in-principle objections to the 
development of the sites’. Asks that this or a subsequent 
version of this evidence is published to support the 
forthcoming Regulation 19 consultation.  

Asks that 
Surrey County 
Council's 
officer level 
Strategic 
Transport 
Assessment, 
on the 
transport 
aspects of the 
proposed 
Green Belt 
sites, is 
published as 
evidence to 
support the 
Regulation 19 
consultation.  

This Strategic Transport Assessment prepared by Surrey County Council was made available 
at this (Regulation 18) stage of consultation, and will continue to be available on the Council's 
website as the Site Allocations DPD develops. It can be found at 
www.woking.gov.uk/planning/policy/ldfresearch/stagb 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Notes that ‘Surrey County Council has undertaken an officer 
level Strategic Transport Assessment of the transport 
aspects of the proposed Green Belt sites to consider the 
adequacy of local highway transport and accessibility to local 
services and has identified no in-principle objections to the 
development of the sites’. Asks that this or a subsequent 
version of this evidence is published to support the 
forthcoming Regulation 19 consultation.  

Asks that 
Surrey County 
Council's 
officer level 
Strategic 
Transport 
Assessment, 
on the 
transport 
aspects of the 
proposed 
Green Belt 
sites, is 
published as 
evidence to 
support the 
Regulation 19 
consultation.  

This Strategic Transport Assessment prepared by Surrey County Council was made available 
at this (Regulation 18) stage of consultation, and will continue to be available on the Council's 
website as the Site Allocations DPD develops. It can be found at 
www.woking.gov.uk/planning/policy/ldfresearch/stagb 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Notes there is sufficient SANG to mitigate harm to the SPA 
and deliver the level of homes proposed. Supports measures 
to ensure all suitable development is deliverable.  

None stated. Support welcomed. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 

Notes there is sufficient SANG to mitigate harm to the SPA 
and deliver the level of homes proposed. Supports measures 
to ensure all suitable development is deliverable.  

None stated. Support welcomed. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Strategy 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Questions the rationale for only proposing release of Green 
Belt sites for housing (550 homes) from 2022. It is 
unreasonable to prevent sites coming forward faster, at a 
rate set by the market, where there does not appear to be a 
clear rationale for doing so other than to manage the Core 
Strategy’s annual requirement (which as discussed, is 
considered a minimum). In Guildford, much of the proposed 
supply is likely to be delivered in the latter part of the plan 
period due to the scale or complexity of sites. This 
exacerbates the extent of the shortfall in early years when 
looked at across the Housing Market Area. Would welcome 
continued joint-working to explore the extent to which 
Woking may be able to deliver the homes required in earlier 
phases. Notes the potential sites safeguarded for 
development from 2027-2040. This has assumed a 
continuation of the current housing figure and so is a further 
significant shortfall against objectively assessed need (OAN). 
Questions the decision about whether sites are allocated or 
safeguarded, seeming to be based solely on meeting the 550 
homes requirement and chosen spatial strategy to achieve 
this. It is unclear why at least an element of safeguarded 
land could not be brought forward into the plan period to help 
meet OAN. They all appear suitable and available, and any 
sustainability issues are not apparent. 

None stated. The timescales stated in the delivery arrangements Section of each allocation are intended as 
a guide, and for sites allocated (rather than safeguarded sites) are not meant to prevent sites 
coming forward sooner, as long as the relevant development plan requirements can be met. 
The timescales stated are generally based on an indication given by the delivery agent. The 
Council's response to the points on safeguarded sites and their selection are addressed in 
Sections 2.0 and 9.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Questions the rationale for only proposing release of Green 
Belt sites for housing (550 homes) from 2022. It is 
unreasonable to prevent sites coming forward faster, at a 
rate set by the market, where there does not appear to be a 
clear rationale for doing so other than to manage the Core 
Strategy’s annual requirement (which as discussed, is 
considered a minimum). In Guildford, much of the proposed 
supply is likely to be delivered in the latter part of the plan 
period due to the scale or complexity of sites. This 
exacerbates the extent of the shortfall in early years when 
looked at across the Housing Market Area. Would welcome 
continued joint-working to explore the extent to which 
Woking may be able to deliver the homes required in earlier 
phases. Notes the potential sites safeguarded for 
development from 2027-2040. This has assumed a 
continuation of the current housing figure and so is a further 
significant shortfall against objectively assessed need (OAN). 
Questions the decision about whether sites are allocated or 
safeguarded, seeming to be based solely on meeting the 550 
homes requirement and chosen spatial strategy to achieve 
this. It is unclear why at least an element of safeguarded 
land could not be brought forward into the plan period to help 
meet OAN. They all appear suitable and available, and any 
sustainability issues are not apparent. 

None stated. The timescales stated in the delivery arrangements Section of each allocation are intended as 
a guide, and for sites allocated (rather than safeguarded sites) are not meant to prevent sites 
coming forward sooner, as long as the relevant development plan requirements can be met. 
The timescales stated are generally based on an indication given by the delivery agent. The 
Council's response to the points on safeguarded sites and their selection are addressed in 
Sections 2.0 and 9.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard Implementati
on and 
Monitoring of 
the Site 
Allocations 

Questions the rationale for only proposing release of Green 
Belt sites for housing (550 homes) from 2022. It is 
unreasonable to prevent sites coming forward faster, at a 
rate set by the market, where there does not appear to be a 
clear rationale for doing so other than to manage the Core 
Strategy’s annual requirement (which as discussed, is 
considered a minimum). In Guildford, much of the proposed 
supply is likely to be delivered in the latter part of the plan 
period due to the scale or complexity of sites. This 
exacerbates the extent of the shortfall in early years when 

None stated. The timescales stated in the delivery arrangements Section of each allocation are intended as 
a guide, and for sites allocated (rather than safeguarded sites) are not meant to prevent sites 
coming forward sooner, as long as the relevant development plan requirements can be met. 
The timescales stated are generally based on an indication given by the delivery agent. The 
Council's response to the points on safeguarded sites and their selection are addressed in 
Sections 2.0 and 9.0 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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looked at across the Housing Market Area. Would welcome 
continued joint-working to explore the extent to which 
Woking may be able to deliver the homes required in earlier 
phases. Notes the potential sites safeguarded for 
development from 2027-2040. This has assumed a 
continuation of the current housing figure and so is a further 
significant shortfall against objectively assessed need (OAN). 
Questions the decision about whether sites are allocated or 
safeguarded, seeming to be based solely on meeting the 550 
homes requirement and chosen spatial strategy to achieve 
this. It is unclear why at least an element of safeguarded 
land could not be brought forward into the plan period to help 
meet OAN. They all appear suitable and available, and any 
sustainability issues are not apparent. 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

No concern about the DPD's approach to allocate sites to 
meet the Borough's identified need for 19 traveller pitches. 
Seeks clarification about the statement on page 17 that ‘The 
Council will work with other authorities to identify a strategic 
site for Travelling Showpeople’ as it is unclear where the 
evidence of need for a strategic Travelling Showpeople site 
is from. Guildford's need is for 6 Travelling Showpeople plots 
by June 2017 and a further 1 plot for each five year period to 
2027. In considering options for provision, these are limited 
by constraints such as availability of land, impact on 
landscape and suitable access. At present, a suitable, 
available, viable and deliverable site(s) to meet the need has 
not been identified. Welcomes the opportunity to co-operate 
and work strategically with WBC, if it is considering doing 
this, to search for deliverable to meet this need in the 
Housing Market Area.  

None stated. Support welcomed. The Council will continue to co-operate and work strategically with 
Guildford Borough Council on these issues. The traveller sites put forward in this draft DPD are 
those considered deliverable with regard to identified need. The statement, on page 17, that 
the Council will work with other authorities to identify a strategic site for Travelling Showpeople 
can be found is intended show the Council's willingness to work with other authorities to 
address any need for this group in the Housing Market Area. It should be noted that the 
Borough's Traveller Accommodation Assessment, which informs this DPD, states in Section 
18.0 that there is no need identified for Travelling Showpeople within Woking Borough.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

No concern about the DPD's approach to allocate sites to 
meet the Borough's identified need for 19 traveller pitches. 
Seeks clarification about the statement on page 17 that ‘The 
Council will work with other authorities to identify a strategic 
site for Travelling Showpeople’ as it is unclear where the 
evidence of need for a strategic Travelling Showpeople site 
is from. Guildford's need is for 6 Travelling Showpeople plots 
by June 2017 and a further 1 plot for each five year period to 
2027. In considering options for provision, these are limited 
by constraints such as availability of land, impact on 
landscape and suitable access. At present, a suitable, 
available, viable and deliverable site(s) to meet the need has 
not been identified. Welcomes the opportunity to co-operate 
and work strategically with WBC, if it is considering doing 
this, to search for deliverable to meet this need in the 
Housing Market Area.  

None stated. Support welcomed. The Council will continue to co-operate and work strategically with 
Guildford Borough Council on these issues. The traveller sites put forward in this draft DPD are 
those considered deliverable with regard to identified need. The statement, on page 17, that 
the Council will work with other authorities to identify a strategic site for Travelling Showpeople 
can be found is intended show the Council's willingness to work with other authorities to 
address any need for this group in the Housing Market Area. It should be noted that the 
Borough's Traveller Accommodation Assessment, which informs this DPD, states in Section 
18.0 that there is no need identified for Travelling Showpeople within Woking Borough.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1480 Laura Howard Identifying 
sites for 
allocation 

Firstly, windfall sites make up 14% (a significant proportion, 
which has no site assessment regarding deliverability) of 
supply to meet the Core Strategy annual target of 292 
homes, despite the Inspector's report stating that these sites 
should be seen as supplementing housing provision rather 
than replacing particular identified sites, and therefore giving 
potential to exceed the minimum housing figure. Secondly, 
raises concern about the calculation of windfall delivery and 
the lack of regard given to future trends rather than just 
historic trends. Basing windfall figures on historic 
completions on sites of 6 homes or less, using the SHLAA 
does not explain why future trends will continue in this was, 
as small infill sites become exhausted and the frequency is 
reduced, with more complex and constrained sites 

None stated. Comment noted. Windfall sites would be considered as part of the monitoring and review of the 
Borough's wider housing supply, as set out in the Core Strategy.  

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

1480 Laura Howard How sites 
will bring 
forward the 
development 
planned by 
the Core 
Strategy 

Firstly, windfall sites make up 14% (a significant proportion, 
which has no site assessment regarding deliverability) of 
supply to meet the Core Strategy annual target of 292 
homes, despite the Inspector's report stating that these sites 
should be seen as supplementing housing provision rather 
than replacing particular identified sites, and therefore giving 
potential to exceed the minimum housing figure. Secondly, 
raises concern about the calculation of windfall delivery and 
the lack of regard given to future trends rather than just 
historic trends. Basing windfall figures on historic 
completions on sites of 6 homes or less, using the SHLAA 
does not explain why future trends will continue in this was, 
as small infill sites become exhausted and the frequency is 
reduced, with more complex and constrained sites 
remaining. 

None stated. Comment noted. Windfall sites would be considered as part of the monitoring and review of the 
Borough's wider housing supply, as set out in the Core Strategy.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB4 Objects, Parvis Road will be unusable, it is already 
gridlocked at rush hour. 

None stated. The representation regarding the purpose of the Green Belt has been  comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
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; 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 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB5 Objects, Parvis Road will be unusable, it is already 
gridlocked at rush hour. 

None stated. The representation regarding the purpose of the Green Belt has been  comprehensively 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 
 
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; 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 

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

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB4 The proposals will exacerbate existing traffic problems in the 
area, already impacted by diversions from the M25. 

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 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB5 The proposals will exacerbate existing traffic problems in the 
area, already impacted by diversions from the M25. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB4 Concerned that a petition containing 2500 signatures 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 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB5 Concerned that a petition containing 2500 signatures 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 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB4 The existing infrastructure is inadequate, this must be 
rectified before any development.  
Byfleet already has a high risk of flooding. 

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB5 The existing infrastructure is inadequate, this must be 
rectified before any development.  
Byfleet already has a high risk of flooding. 

None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood 
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with 
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including 
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to Local communities.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB4 Proposals will result in a disproportional loss of GB in 
Byfleet, whilst 98% of the rest of Woking’s GB will be 
preserved. 

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 

1258 Steve, 
Christine 

Howe GB5 Proposals will result in a disproportional loss of GB in 
Byfleet, whilst 98% of the rest of Woking’s GB will be 
preserved. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is 
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the 

None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the 
intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have 
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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visual amenity and character of the area and increase the 
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close 
proximity. 

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. 

of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. 
 
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. 
 
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. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0.  
 
The representation regarding the impact of the proposal on local character and heritage assets 
has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 19.0. In 
addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the Core Strategy 
will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local 
character. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make 
sure that the development of the site is sustainable.  
 
It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local 
shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre 
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley 
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of 
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the 
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community 
development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need 
to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

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

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 
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1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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.   

of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes and school in the local area will 
make this much worse. There are also very few pedestrian 
footpaths. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes and school in the local area will 
make this much worse. There are also very few pedestrian 
footpaths. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes and school in the local area will 
make this much worse. There are also very few pedestrian 
footpaths. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network and traffic is 
gridlocked. Additional homes and school in the local area will 
make this much worse. There are also very few pedestrian 
footpaths. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 
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1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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). 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB8 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB9 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 Please reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating 
impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and 
mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also refer to the 
response by the Mayford Village Society who I am happy 
also to represent my views. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

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

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would 
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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development of the school will result in housing on the fields 
either side of the school later on. 

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. 

of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the 
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation 
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the 
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into 
account traffic displacement on local alternative routes. 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

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

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

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

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
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 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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1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a suburb of 
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, 
against the purpose of Green Belt. There has been no 
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character.  
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 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. The road to Worplesdon Station 
will be dangerous as there are no pavements. Cars already 
speed along Saunders Lane. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. The road to Worplesdon Station 
will be dangerous as there are no pavements. Cars already 
speed along Saunders Lane. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. The road to Worplesdon Station 
will be dangerous as there are no pavements. Cars already 
speed along Saunders Lane. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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. The road to Worplesdon Station 
will be dangerous as there are no pavements. Cars already 
speed along Saunders Lane. 

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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB8 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 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB9 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 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 

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

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 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 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 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 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB8 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB9 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB10 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
boundary. The proposed changes would create a weaker 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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boundary due to the removal of the escarpment. 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. 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe GB11 The proposals will increase the risk of Woking and Guildford 
merging as it would not create a defensible Green Belt 
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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 

1605 Margaret 
S.A. 

Howe 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 
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1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, 
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in 
the GBBR.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe GB7 Object to proposals. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough and Mayford already 
provides a major contribution towards the Traveller 
community. No justification for further expansion in Mayford. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

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 
of this representation 
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Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt. There has 
been no consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate 
settlement or retaining its character. The proposals will have 
an unjustifiable impact on Mayford residents, all of whom 
chose to live in a semi-rural and not urban environment.  

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. 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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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1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

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

1618 T.R. Howe GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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.  

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

1618 T.R. Howe GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 
 
Also refer to Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 
 
Also refer to Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 
 
Also refer to Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. 
 
Also refer to Section 11.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 



H 

437 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

 
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.  

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 
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1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. Please 
reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating impact on 
Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The 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.  
 
Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged 
that planning to meet that need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. The 
Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 
and sympathetic to the general character 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. Please 
reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating impact on 
Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The 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.  
 
Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged 
that planning to meet that need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. The 
Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 
and sympathetic to the general character 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, 

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

1618 T.R. Howe 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. Please 
reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating impact on 
Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The 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.  
 
Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged 
that planning to meet that need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. The 
Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 
and sympathetic to the general character 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. Please 
reconsider the plans as it will have a devastating impact on 
Mayford as a village. Mayford is unique and mentioned in the 
Domesday Book. Please also refer to the response by the 
Mayford Village Society who I am happy also to represent 
my views. 

None stated. The 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.  
 
Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged 
that planning to meet that need should not undermine the overall social fabric of the area. The 
Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 
and sympathetic to the general character 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 

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 

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

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 

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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 

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 

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

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 

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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the 
increased population will result in. There will be more cars 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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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. 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. 

 
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. 

of this representation 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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. 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB8 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 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB9 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 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB10 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 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 

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

1618 T.R. Howe GB11 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 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB8 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB9 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 

1618 T.R. Howe GB10 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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1618 T.R. Howe GB11 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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 

1618 T.R. Howe 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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1618 T.R. Howe 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 

170 Ian Howell GB15 West Byfleet would lose an unacceptable proportion of its 
total Green Belt; inequitable treatment across the Woking 
Borough. 

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. 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 

170 Ian Howell GB16 West Byfleet would lose an unacceptable proportion of its 
total Green Belt; inequitable treatment across the Woking 
Borough. 

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. 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. Because of the existing constraints in the area, the 
Council has to identify land that are in sustainable locations. The proposals are the most 
sustainable when measured against other reasonable alternatives. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

170 Ian Howell GB15 Although many residents are aware of potential 
developments close to their homes, many unaware of 
proposals in neighbouring areas which will impact traffic. The 
Council should provide the overall plan for proposed 
developments to every household as part of the consultation 
process, as far-reaching significance.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

170 Ian Howell GB16 Although many residents are aware of potential 
developments close to their homes, many unaware of 
proposals in neighbouring areas which will impact traffic. The 
Council should provide the overall plan for proposed 
developments to every household as part of the consultation 
process, as far-reaching significance.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

170 Ian Howell GB15 I object very strongly to plans for the West Hall and 
Broadoaks sites. Whilst recognising the necessity for more 
homes, including many affordable, it is ludicrous to 
contemplate building so many new homes without an 
irrevocable commitment to improving infrastructure, 
particularly roads, before development commences. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is addressed in detail in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. To inform the allocations, 
the Council has assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. 
Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the general character of the area will not 
be significantly undermined. 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is also working its neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the impacts of development in their area such 
as Wisley Airfield that has cross boundary implications are fully assessed and appropriate 
mitigation put in place to address any adverse impacts. The general approach to addressing 
the traffic and infrastructure implication of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 20 and 3 respectively. 

170 Ian Howell GB16 I object very strongly to plans for the West Hall and 
Broadoaks sites. Whilst recognising the necessity for more 
homes, including many affordable, it is ludicrous to 
contemplate building so many new homes without an 
irrevocable commitment to improving infrastructure, 
particularly roads, before development commences. 

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is addressed in detail in 
Sections 1, 2 and 4 in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. To inform the allocations, 
the Council has assessed the sensitivity of the landscape to accommodate the proposals. 
Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the general character of the area will not 
be significantly undermined. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary 
Review Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 
delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is also working its neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the impacts of development in their area such 
as Wisley Airfield that has cross boundary implications are fully assessed and appropriate 
mitigation put in place to address any adverse impacts. The general approach to addressing 
the traffic and infrastructure implication of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 20 and 3 respectively. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

170 Ian Howell GB15 Traffic volumes on Parvis Road and A245 are already 
causing major congestion, gridlock, at peak times. 
Suggested measures to mitigate the impacts of more 
development are totally inadequate, frivolous reaction to a 
serious problem. Previous studies failed to resolve the 
problem. Traffic will reach unacceptable levels. A radical 
solution is urgently needed - protect a corridor now for a new 
relief road for alternative access to the A3 - as an integral 
part of the Borough's development plans, a joined-up 
package. Otherwise traffic chaos will seriously diminish 
quality of life, freedom of movement and plans will be 
implacably opposed by most residents. 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

170 Ian Howell GB16 Traffic volumes on Parvis Road and A245 are already 
causing major congestion, gridlock, at peak times. 
Suggested measures to mitigate the impacts of more 
development are totally inadequate, frivolous reaction to a 
serious problem. Previous studies failed to resolve the 
problem. Traffic will reach unacceptable levels. A radical 
solution is urgently needed - protect a corridor now for a new 
relief road for alternative access to the A3 - as an integral 
part of the Borough's development plans, a joined-up 

None stated. The general approach to assessing the traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is 
comprehensively addressed in Sections 20 and 3 respectively in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review 
Sensitivity Test – Strategic Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport 
implications of the allocated sites. The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal 
increase in traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the 
delivery of the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic 
schemes to be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site 
specific measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support 
planning applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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package. Otherwise traffic chaos will seriously diminish 
quality of life, freedom of movement and plans will be 
implacably opposed by most residents. 

allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site 
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with 
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future 
review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway 
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will 
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in 
transport terms. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the Council is working with neighbouring 
authorities such as Guildford to make sure that the cross boundary traffic implications of their 
development are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation introduced to address any adverse 
impacts. 

20 Peter Howitt GB11 Site GB11 has been enlarged from the Brett report, and 
includes common land (privately owned). Removing common 
land from the Green Belt contravenes its purpose and is 
unacceptable. 

If the site is 
not intended to 
be reviewed 
for 
consideration 
for housing 
development it 
should be 
removed to 
avoid any 
threat or 
misunderstand
ing both now 
and in the 
future. 

GB11 is clear to emphasise that the allocation includes the residential curtilage of Little 
Goosewood, Saunders Lane as well as Mayford Village Hall and adjacent recreational uses but 
these areas would not be development. They are included in the allocation to enable a 
defensible boundary to be drawn. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

20 Peter Howitt GB11 The site is under multiple ownership, including common land 
and public footpaths. 

Not given The ownership of land is not an influential factor in the selection of sites. However, in 
accordance with national guidance the availability of land is a material consideration. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

20 Peter Howitt GB11 Ownership, use and environmental and public access 
constraints impose severe restrictions which override private 
and public interest. Compulsory purchase would be 
unacceptable. 

These areas 
should be 
removed from 
the designated 
area or these 
various 
important 
constraints 
should be 
recognised 
and recorded 
as inviolable. 

The Council is satisfied that the land will be available for development. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

20 Peter Howitt GB11 There are important views southwards, across open space to 
Mayford Village and beyond. This is of vital recreational 
amenity and defines both Mayford village and the southern 
boundary of Hook Heath. It is vital to preserve and protect 
the breathing space separating Woking from Mayford and 
providing a natural southern boundary from the escarpment. 

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 

20 Peter Howitt GB11 The comments outline the effect on local residents' quality of 
life and must override the need to fulfil local housing 
requirements. 

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 site has been 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt and it is not expected that the proposal will 
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt.  

177 Esther Howitt GB10 The proposed densities are significantly greater than in the 
surrounding areas of Mayford and Hook Heath. This will 
change the character of the area, destroying the separation 
between Mayford and Hook Heath, contrary to Green Belt 
policy.  

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

177 Esther Howitt GB11  
The proposed densities of GB10 and GB11 are significantly 
greater than in the surrounding area. This will change the 
character of the area, destroying the separation between 
Mayford and Hook Heath, contrary to Green Belt policy.  

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

177 Esther Howitt GB14  
The proposed densities of GB10 and GB11 are significantly 
greater than in the surrounding area. This will change the 
character of the area, destroying the separation between 
Mayford and Hook Heath, contrary to Green Belt policy.  

None stated. Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always 
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case 
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the character 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

177 Esther Howitt GB11  
Development of this density will require substantial and 
unsustainable infrastructure improvement, as access is from 
narrow already congested country lane, Hook Hill Lane, 
without footpaths. Widening is not possible. Traffic would 
need to use either Egley Road or the A322.  

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 sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part 
of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address 
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the 
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the landscape 
setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will 
make sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of 
buses in the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working 
with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance 
existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will 
result from the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also 
working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to 
ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to 
meet the projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how 
the transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the 
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures, 
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the 
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning 
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to 
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

177 Esther Howitt GB10 Development of this density will require substantial and 
unsustainable infrastructure improvement, as access is from 
narrow already congested country lane, Hook Hill Lane, 
without footpaths. Widening is not possible. Traffic would 
need to use either Egley Road or the A322.  

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

177 Esther Howitt GB14  
Development of this density will require substantial and 
unsustainable infrastructure improvement, as access is from 
narrow already congested country lane, Hook Hill Lane, 
without footpaths. Widening is not possible. Traffic would 
need to use either Egley Road or the A322.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site 
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way 
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20. The existing shops in Mayford form the 
Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The 
proposed allocations set around Mayford would inevitably increase the number of people living 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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locally, placing a greater demand on the shops and services currently offered in the 
Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes 
that there is an opportunity to provide an element of retail/community development to enhance 
the rather dispersed provision currently in the Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly 
small provision of retail and/or community development will meet the day to day needs of local 
people and therefore help to reduce the need to travel by car.  
 
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and 
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)’. The provision 
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.  
As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and 
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working 
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure 
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet 
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.  The Core Strategy and the 
Development Management Policies DPD has robust policies to ensure that development does 
not lead to unacceptable pollution that cannot be mitigated. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. 
Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over 
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet 
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see 
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable 
standards of provision in the area 

177 Esther Howitt GB10 Release of land from the Green Belt is highly controversial. 
There should be a clear need and no other alternative sites 
for development. The need for housing beyond 2027 is not 
established.  

Release of the 
land should be 
withdrawn until 
the need for 
development 
is clearly 
established. 

The justification for the release of Green Belt land including the safeguarding sites to meet 
future development needs is comprehensively addressed by 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 

177 Esther Howitt GB11 The proposal to release land from the Green Belt at GB10, 
GB11 and GB14 is highly controversial, contravenes Green 
Belt, which should only be released if this there are no other 
alternative development sites.  The requirement for housing 
beyond 2027 is not established, this Green Belt release is 
not justified and the proposals should withdrawn.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

177 Esther Howitt GB14 The proposal to release land from the Green Belt at GB10, 
GB11 and GB14 is highly controversial, contravenes Green 
Belt, which should only be released if this there are no other 
alternative development sites.  The requirement for housing 
beyond 2027 is not established, this Green Belt release is 
not justified and the proposals should withdrawn.  

None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land, including the safeguarded sites to meet 
future development needs of the area is comprehensively addressed in Sections 1, 2 and 4 of 
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1007 Vincent Hoy GB15 It is possible that some of the areas will flood. Development 
will reduce natural drainage and increase the risk of flooding. 

As a minimum 
consideration 
must be given 
to the 
provision of an 
alternative 
route around 
West Byfleet 
so that the 
current 
congestion on 
the A245 may 
be alleviated 
rather than 
added to. 

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 

1007 Vincent Hoy GB16 It is possible that some of the areas will flood. Development 
will reduce natural drainage and increase the risk of flooding. 

As a minimum 
consideration 
must be given 
to the 

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 



H 

450 
 

Rep 
ID 

Name Surname Section of 
DPD 

Summary Of Comment Proposal 
Modifications 

Officer Response Officer Proposed 
Modifications 

provision of an 
alternative 
route around 
West Byfleet 
so that the 
current 
congestion on 
the A245 may 
be alleviated 
rather than 
added to. 

1007 Vincent Hoy GB15 The road network is already at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse.  

As a minimum 
consideration 
must be given 
to the 
provision of an 
alternative 
route around 
West Byfleet 
so that the 
current 
congestion on 
the A245 may 
be alleviated 
rather than 
added to. 

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 

1007 Vincent Hoy GB16 The road network is already at capacity and further 
development will make the situation worse.  

As a minimum 
consideration 
must be given 
to the 
provision of an 
alternative 
route around 
West Byfleet 
so that the 
current 
congestion on 
the A245 may 
be alleviated 
rather than 
added to. 

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 

1007 Vincent Hoy GB15 Infrastructure is required prior to development. The village 
infrastructure, including medical facilities, is already at 
capacity and further development will make the situation 
worse.  

As a minimum 
consideration 
must be given 
to the 
provision of an 
alternative 
route around 
West Byfleet 
so that the 
current 
congestion on 
the A245 may 
be alleviated 
rather than 
added to. 

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

1007 Vincent Hoy GB16 Infrastructure is required prior to development. The village 
infrastructure, including medical facilities, is already at 
capacity and further development will make the situation 
worse.  

As a minimum 
consideration 
must be given 
to the 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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provision of an 
alternative 
route around 
West Byfleet 
so that the 
current 
congestion on 
the A245 may 
be alleviated 
rather than 
added to. 

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.  

462 Roy Hubbard GB12 The proposal will add to current congestion. 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 

462 Roy Hubbard GB13 The proposal will add to current congestion. 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 

462 Roy Hubbard GB12 Objects to the proposal due to the conflict with the five 
purposes of the Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

462 Roy Hubbard GB13 Objects to the proposal due to the conflict with the five 
purposes of the Green Belt. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Sections 1.0 and 2.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1269 Donna Huggett General With all the new proposals -infrastructure provision needs 
further consideration e.g. Road infrastructure needs 
improving and there needs to be provision for a new school.  

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 Section 20.0, 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1269 Donna Huggett GB15 The site floods and removal of vegetation on the site will 
exacerbate problems 

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 

1269 Donna Huggett GB4 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. E.g. 
Byfleet already floods, the removal of greenery will 
exacerbate problems.  
Secondary school provision is a concern. 
Existing traffic is a concern. 
Further consideration needed on access between A3 and 
M25.  

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, Section 5.0, Section 20.0 and 
Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1269 Donna Huggett GB5 The existing infrastructure is inadequate. E.g. 
Byfleet already floods, the removal of greenery will 
exacerbate problems.  
Secondary school provision is a concern. 
Existing traffic is a concern. 
Further consideration needed on access between A3 and 
M25.  

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, Section 5.0, Section 20.0 and 
Section 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1269 Donna Huggett UA1 Given the level of growth planned for Byfleet, why are there 
no plans for a new state secondary school. 
 
There is already significant traffic in the area. 

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 Section 20.0, 24.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

947 Shan Hughes General Surrey's infrastructure is at capacity and further development 
will make the situation worse. Councils are unable to cope 
with current budgets and so adding more costs is mad. 
There should be no more major building works in Surrey.  

None stated. The Council is committed to facilitate the delivery of the Core Strategy in full. This includes the 
provision of 4,964 dwellings, 48,000sqm of office and warehouse floor space and 93,900 sqm 
of retail floor space. The Site Allocations DPD is being prepared to identify sites to 
accommodate this future development over the Plan period and beyond, in line with the 
requirements of the NPPF. 
 
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 

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.  

1205 R.G. Hughes General Green Belt should never be allowed to be built on. Why does 
this designation now seem to mean nothing. Do we think 
past decisions were wrong or do we prefer to now ignore 
these because of political pressure from the government. 

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 

1205 R.G. Hughes General  
Has the Council exhausted all avenues of building homes on 
industrial plots that are no longer used or used greatly.  

None 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. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to 
meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1 and 2.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1205 R.G. Hughes General More housing means more water supply is needed. Where is 
this coming from, especially in the summer? Also more 
sewage to process and less land for the heavy rains to drain 
off. More homes will be flooded. 

None stated. The infrastructure requirements such as water capacity to meet development needs is 
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3. 
Flooding is also addressed by Section 5 if the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1205 R.G. Hughes General  
 
More housing is required in this country. It is a pity so many 
people want to squeeze into such a small area in the south 
east of  
 
England. The Government dictates to local councils, nobody 
is looking at the big picture. 
 
 More housing means more cars. Our historic roads are 
becoming a queue of traffic from the A3 to Woking, making 
journeys to work a shear misery. 

None stated. The Council has a responsibility to meet the development needs of the community. The 
housing requirement takes account of the environmental constraints of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1205 R.G. Hughes GB16 The Broadoaks site has been ear marked for housing for 
over five years. The issue is not Green Belt but 170 homes' 
influence on a road already struggling to cope. Will the 
council improve the flow of traffic. The additions of 
pedestrian crossings have worsened the situation, whilst 
necessary for child safety, it is unlikely they are time linked to 
the main West Byfleet cross roads traffic lights. 

None stated. The traffic and infrastructure implications of the proposals is comprehensively addressed in the 
Council's Issues and matters Topic Paper. See Section 20 and 3. In addition, as part of 
Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see 
how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in 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 

1257 Penny Hunking GB12 Local resident. Highlights the importance of the provision of 
outdoor open space for health and wellbeing. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 21.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1257 Penny Hunking GB13 Local resident. Highlights the importance of the provision of 
outdoor open space for health and wellbeing. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 21.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1257 Penny Hunking GB12 Pyrford may benefit from more housing particularly for the 
young and elderly. Concerned that the scale of proposals are 
too large and not sympathetic to the existing. The existing 
local infrastructure (school, doctors, utilities, public transport) 
is already strained. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
Please also see the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1257 Penny Hunking GB13 Pyrford may benefit from more housing particularly for the 
young and elderly. Concerned that the scale of proposals are 
too large and not sympathetic to the existing. The existing 
local infrastructure (school, doctors, utilities, public transport) 
is already strained. 

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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. 
 
Please also see the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

1257 Penny Hunking GB12 Some development in Pyrford could be positive if managed 
well. The current proposals are questionable. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
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 

1257 Penny Hunking GB13 Some development in Pyrford could be positive if managed 
well. The current proposals are questionable. 

None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread 
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of 
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable 
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the 
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not 
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites 
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development 
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.  
 
Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the 
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet 
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is 
therefore relatively modest. 
 
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 

1257 Penny Hunking GB12 People choose to live in Pyrford for its community and to 
offer their children a happy place to live.  

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 
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1257 Penny Hunking GB13 People choose to live in Pyrford for its community and to 
offer their children a happy place to live.  

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 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB12 The local infrastructure is already at capacity, including 
schools and the road network, and further development will 
make the situation worse. Questions if the Council will 
provide a detailed infrastructure plan prior to any decisions 
for housing developments. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. 
 
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 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 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 Site Allocations DPD seeks to allocate sites across the Borough for specialist 
accommodation, including elderly care. The Council encourage the development of specialist 
accommodation to meet the wide ranging housing needs of the Borough. This is set out in 
Core Strategy policy CS13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB13 The local infrastructure is already at capacity, including 
schools and the road network, and further development will 
make the situation worse. Questions if the Council will 
provide a detailed infrastructure plan prior to any decisions 
for housing developments. 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0. 
 
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 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 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 Site Allocations DPD seeks to allocate sites across the Borough for specialist 
accommodation, including elderly care. The Council encourage the development of specialist 
accommodation to meet the wide ranging housing needs of the Borough. This is set out in 
Core Strategy policy CS13. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB12 The proposed density is greater than the local area and will 
change the character of the area. Questions if the Council 
will be publishing housing density levels for areas of the 
Borough so developments can be properly evaluated. 

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 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB13 The proposed density is greater than the local area and will 
change the character of the area. Questions if the Council 
will be publishing housing density levels for areas of the 
Borough so developments can be properly evaluated. 

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 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB12 Would like reassurance the evaluation process has been 
thorough and unblemished and all the defects in the process 
identified by the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum will be fully 
address before making any final decisions. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 8.0, 10.0 and 17.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB13 Would like reassurance the evaluation process has been 
thorough and unblemished and all the defects in the process 
identified by the Pyrford Neighbourhood Forum will be fully 
address before making any final decisions. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, 8.0, 10.0 and 17.0. 
 
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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB12 The current Government have reinforced the intention to 
protect Green Belt and made it easier to obtain planning 
permission on Brownfield sites. Questions if the Council 
intends to go against this. 

None stated. The Council believe that the Site Allocations DPD is consistent with national planning policy. 
As set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9), there 
has been no change in national Green Belt policy of material significance since the Woking 
Core Strategy was adopted.  
 
In addition, this site is proposed to be safeguarded for future development needs. The Council 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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believe that again it is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework. This is also 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 2.0. 
 
It should be noted that the Site Allocations DPD has identified over 50 sites in the existing 
urban areas of the Borough. 

1008 Ivor 
Gillian 

Hunt GB13 The current Government have reinforced the intention to 
protect Green Belt and made it easier to obtain planning 
permission on Brownfield sites. Questions if the Council 
intends to go against this. 

None stated. The Council believe that the Site Allocations DPD is consistent with national planning policy. 
As set out in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9), there 
has been no change in national Green Belt policy of material significance since the Woking 
Core Strategy was adopted.  
 
In addition, this site is proposed to be safeguarded for future development needs. The Council 
believe that again it is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework. This is also 
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 2.0. 
 
It should be noted that the Site Allocations DPD has identified over 50 sites in the existing 
urban areas of the Borough. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB13 Object to proposals in Pyrford. The local infrastructure can 
not support the level of development proposed.  
There are existing problems with congestion, parking and 
poor road conditions. Local schools and health 
facilities/services are at capacity.  

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 
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 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 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB12 Object to proposals in Pyrford. The local infrastructure can 
not support the level of development proposed.  
There are existing problems with congestion, parking and 
poor road conditions. Local schools and health 
facilities/services are at capacity.  

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 
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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together 
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core 
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community 
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to 
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other 
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on 
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate 
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant 
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by 
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to 
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD 
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. 
 
The Council 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. 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB13 Development proposals for Wisley airfield are also going 
increase congestion in the area.  
Urges the Council to carefully consider development 
proposals in Pyrford and to listen to the concerns made. 

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 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB12 Development proposals for Wisley airfield are also going 
increase congestion in the area.  
Urges the Council to carefully consider development 
proposals in Pyrford and to listen to the concerns made. 

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 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB13 The pleasant and safe environment in Pyrford are reasons 
why people live here. Once destroyed 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. 
 
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. Please also see the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 23.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB12 The pleasant and safe environment in Pyrford are reasons 
why people live here. Once destroyed 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. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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. Please also see the 
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 23.0 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB13 Pyrford has a unique character and relatively unspoilt. The 
unspoilt countryside is important for outdoor pursuits, visual 
amenity and for wildlife.  

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 

1270 Rebecca Hunt GB12 Pyrford has a unique character and relatively unspoilt. The 
unspoilt countryside is important for outdoor pursuits, visual 
amenity and for wildlife.  

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 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 The roads are already congested including Smarts Heath 
Road, Blackhorse Road, Hook Heath Road, Hook Hill Lane 
and Egley Road. The development proposals would increase 
the number of vehicles on the road and exacerbate the 
problems, and have a knock on impact on the wider system 
affecting Old Woking, Jacobs Well and Guildford.  

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, Section 20.0 and 24.0 
 
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 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 

364 Jane Hunter GB9 The roads are already congested including Smarts Heath 
Road, Blackhorse Road, Hook Heath Road, Hook Hill Lane 
and Egley Road. The development proposals would increase 
the number of vehicles on the road and exacerbate the 
problems, and have a knock on impact on the wider system 
affecting Old Woking, Jacobs Well and Guildford.  

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, Section 20.0 and 24.0 
 
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 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 

364 Jane Hunter GB10 The roads are already congested including Smarts Heath 
Road, Blackhorse Road, Hook Heath Road, Hook Hill Lane 
and Egley Road. The development proposals would increase 
the number of vehicles on the road and exacerbate the 
problems, and have a knock on impact on the wider system 
affecting Old Woking, Jacobs Well and Guildford.  

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, Section 20.0 and 24.0 
 
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 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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364 Jane Hunter GB11 The roads are already congested including Smarts Heath 
Road, Blackhorse Road, Hook Heath Road, Hook Hill Lane 
and Egley Road. The development proposals would increase 
the number of vehicles on the road and exacerbate the 
problems, and have a knock on impact on the wider system 
affecting Old Woking, Jacobs Well and Guildford.  

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, Section 20.0 and 24.0 
 
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 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 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 Building a school and leisure centre is unnecessary. 
Proposals will have severe impact on traffic. The proposals 
are too far, too fast and with little consideration for local 
residents of Mayford.  
Proposals are paid by rate payers, whether they are for the 
project or not. 

Relocate the 
athletics club 
closer to its 
existing 
location in 
Sheerwater 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB9 Building a school and leisure centre is unnecessary. 
Proposals will have severe impact on traffic. The proposals 
are too far, too fast and with little consideration for local 
residents of Mayford.  
Proposals are paid by rate payers, whether they are for the 
project or not. 

Relocate the 
athletics club 
closer to its 
existing 
location in 
Sheerwater 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 Object to the release of GB land for development. It sets a 
precedent for more GB release and there is sufficient 
brownfield land to meet the need.  

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 

364 Jane Hunter GB9 Object to the release of GB land for development. It sets a 
precedent for more GB release and there is sufficient 
brownfield land to meet the need.  

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 

364 Jane Hunter GB10 Object to the release of GB land for development. It sets a 
precedent for more GB release and there is sufficient 
brownfield land to meet the need.  

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 

364 Jane Hunter GB11 Object to the release of GB land for development. It sets a 
precedent for more GB release and there is sufficient 
brownfield land to meet the need.  

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 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 Oppose development proposals for GB8 and GB9. 
Object to the planning application for school and leisure 
centre. Mayford can not sustain this large development. 
Development will have an immediate knock on effect on 
traffic on Egley Road, Saunders Lane, Hook Hill Lane and 
will have a wider impact on traffic on surrounding roads.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB9 Oppose development proposals for GB8 and GB9. 
Object to the planning application for school and leisure 
centre. Mayford can not sustain this large development. 
Development will have an immediate knock on effect on 
traffic on Egley Road, Saunders Lane, Hook Hill Lane and 
will have a wider impact on traffic on surrounding roads.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, 20.0 and 24.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB7 Oppose to the expansion of the site for more traveller 
pitches. There are other traveller sites in the vicinity. 
The site is not suitable as Smarts Heath which is adjacent is 
boggy several months of the year.  
Notes that The Hatchington has gradually extended to the 
other side of the road 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, 22.0 and 5.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 Concerned that development would impact on the water 
table 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 
sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB9 Concerned that development would impact on the water 
table 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with 
instances where site based Flood Risk Assessment is required. The Council has carried out a 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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sequential test to inform the Site Allocations DPD. GB8 is in Flood Zone 1 where development 
is encouraged. GB8 also has the provision of SU as a key requirement, which will help address 
the concerns made by the representation. 

of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB10 Concerned that development would impact on the water 
table 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 5.0.  
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk Assessment as a key requirement to 
assess and address any site specific flood issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB11 Concerned that development would impact on the water 
table 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper Section 5.0.  
 
Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk Assessment as a key requirement to 
assess and address any site specific flood issues. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 Concerned that landowners Martin Grant would remove all 
the trees along the road to create access points for 
development here. Proposals would therefore be prominent 
and not in keeping with the surrounding landscape.  

None stated. It is important to note that the Core Strategy sets out robust policy requirements for managing 
the impacts of development on the landscape, flood  risk, character of the area etc.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB9 Concerned that landowners Martin Grant would remove all 
the trees along the road to create access points for 
development here. Proposals would therefore be prominent 
and not in keeping with the surrounding landscape.  

None stated. It is important to note that the Core Strategy sets out robust policy requirements for managing 
the impacts of development on the landscape, flood  risk, character of the area etc.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB10 Concerned that landowners Martin Grant would remove all 
the trees along the road to create access points for 
development here. Proposals would therefore be prominent 
and not in keeping with the surrounding landscape.  

None stated. It is important to note that the Core Strategy sets out robust policy requirements for managing 
the impacts of development on the landscape, flood  risk, character of the area etc.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB11 Concerned that landowners Martin Grant would remove all 
the trees along the road to create access points for 
development here. Proposals would therefore be prominent 
and not in keeping with the surrounding landscape.  

None stated. It is important to note that the Core Strategy sets out robust policy requirements for managing 
the impacts of development on the landscape, flood  risk, character of the area etc.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

364 Jane Hunter GB8 There is inadequate services and infrastructure including 
schools, surgeries, hospitals, dentists, 

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

364 Jane Hunter GB9 There is inadequate services and infrastructure including 
schools, surgeries, hospitals, dentists, 

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

364 Jane Hunter GB10 There is inadequate services and infrastructure including 
schools, surgeries, hospitals, dentists, 

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

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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.  

364 Jane Hunter GB11 There is inadequate services and infrastructure including 
schools, surgeries, hospitals, dentists, 

None stated. Whilst this representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0 
 
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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB15 The report shows no local knowledge of the area. Any high 
density development would dramatically change West 
Byfleet and the road network, surface water drainage and 
local services are at capacity 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review does note that the site would be suitable for 'relatively high 
density development'. It also notes that the appropriate density level is 40 dwellings per 
hectare (dph). Core Strategy Policy CS10: Housing provision and distribution states that Green 
Belt sites to be released after 2022 will be delivered at an indicative density range of 30 to 50 
dph. The proposed site allocation of West hall (GB16) will be within this density range and 
therefore will comply with the policy. Due to the close proximity of the site to the existing urban 
area, a density of 40dph is considered by the Council to be suitable, reasonable and broadly 
similar to the adjacent urban areas. It is emphasised that the proposed densities are indicative 
and actual densities can only be agreed on a case by case basis depending on the merits of 
each proposal at the planning application stage. As a general rule, it is important to highlight 
that lesser densities could require the Council to identify more Green Belt land to meet the 
identified need. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure 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.  
 
The representation regarding flood risk 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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB16 The report shows no local knowledge of the area. Any high 
density development would dramatically change West 
Byfleet and the road network, surface water drainage and 
local services are at capacity 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review does note that the site would be suitable for 'relatively high 
density development'. It also notes that the appropriate density level is 40 dwellings per 
hectare (dph). Core Strategy Policy CS10: Housing provision and distribution states that Green 
Belt sites to be released after 2022 will be delivered at an indicative density range of 30 to 50 
dph. The proposed site allocation of West hall (GB16) will be within this density range and 
therefore will comply with the policy. Due to the close proximity of the site to the existing urban 
area, a density of 40dph is considered by the Council to be suitable, reasonable and broadly 
similar to the adjacent urban areas. It is emphasised that the proposed densities are indicative 
and actual densities can only be agreed on a case by case basis depending on the merits of 
each proposal at the planning application stage. As a general rule, it is important to highlight 
that lesser densities could require the Council to identify more Green Belt land to meet the 
identified need. 
 
The representation regarding infrastructure 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.  
 
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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Matters Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. 

1622 P. A. Hurle General As well as development in the three villages, there are also 
proposals in other areas such as Sheerwater. Everything will 
change and not for the better. 

None stated. It is noted by the Council that there are development proposals in adjacent boroughs, including 
Wisley Airfield in Guildford. Throughout the preparation of the DPD and in the future, the 
Council is committed to working positively with the County Council and neighbouring 
authorities to address common and strategic transport issues of the area. In addition to this, it 
is envisaged that the proposals within the borough will not undermine the overall social fabric 
of the area. The various adopted and emerging Development Plan Documents of the Borough 
as well as Supplementary Planning Documents include robust policies and guidance to make 
sure that the design of development is of a high standard and sympathetic to the general 
character of the area. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB4 Development in the 1950s and 1960s did not allow for any 
protection against flooding. Further developments have since 
had this worse due to increases in surface water runoff. 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB5 Development in the 1950s and 1960s did not allow for any 
protection against flooding. Further developments have since 
had this worse due to increases in surface water runoff. 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB4 The proposed site is noted in the GBBR as being highly 
sensitive in landscape terms and 'very low' for removal from 
the Green Belt to then be considered suitable for 'sustainable 
development'. 

None stated. This representation regarding landscape impacts has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
It should be noted that in allocating sites for development and safeguarding, the Council has 
considered evidence from a range of sources, including the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 
Green Belt boundary review and Landscape Character Assessment. The full list of the 
evidence base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD. 
 
To clarify, paragraph 3.5.13 of the Green Belt boundary review states that this area is 
considered to have moderate capacity for change in terms of landscape character and 
sensitivity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB5 The proposed site is noted in the GBBR as being highly 
sensitive in landscape terms and 'very low' for removal from 
the Green Belt to then be considered suitable for 'sustainable 
development'. 

None stated. This representation regarding landscape impacts has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
It should be noted that in allocating sites for development and safeguarding, the Council has 
considered evidence from a range of sources, including the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 
Green Belt boundary review and Landscape Character Assessment. The full list of the 
evidence base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD. 
 
To clarify, paragraph 3.5.13 of the Green Belt boundary review states that this area is 
considered to have moderate capacity for change in terms of landscape character and 
sensitivity. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle General The GBBR is flawed, ill-considered, unworkable and missing 
several, very important facts as to what happens locally. The 
author describes himself as an Urbanist. Urbanism is the 
movement of the population to urban area and it is not what 
the aim of the Local Plan should be. I do not want to see 
West Byfleet become Woking's second commercial centre. 
Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford are three separate villages 
and should remain so. New housing should not be carried 
out on a local basis but on a national basis to get the bigger 
picture. In those areas development can be truly sustainable. 
Green Belt should and must be protected.  

None stated. The issue regarding the Green Belt boundary review has been addressed in the Council's 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. Regarding the term 'Urbanist', its meaning 
is defined as 'a person who studies and plans towns and cities' or 'a specialist in city planning'. 
The representation appears to be defining 'urbanism' which can be defined as the migration of 
people from the rural to urban area and the character of urban life. 
 
The adopted Core Strategy clearly sets out in Policy CS3: West Byfleet District Centre that it is 
the second largest centre in the Borough and due it its size, range of uses and accessibility has 
been designated as the only District Centre in the Borough. The West Byfleet specific policy 
sets out the amount of development that is expected to be delivered in the District Centre over 
the Plan period. Nevertheless the Council recognises the individual character of West Byfleet 
and has various policy and guidance in place to protect and enhance it as development comes 
forward. The Council are also supporting the West Byfleet Neighbourhood Forum in preparing 
their Neighbourhood Development Plan for the area.  
 
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires local planning 
authorities to use their evidence to make sure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively 
assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is 
consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF, including identifying key sites which are critical 
to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan period. This is necessary to meet a clearly 
stated national objective to boost significantly the supply of housing. The Government’s 
commitment to housing delivery as a key driver to high productivity in the economy is further 
emphasised in ‘fixing the foundations: creating a more prosperous nation’; presented to 
parliament by the Chancellor of the Exchequer (2015). 
 
The issue regarding the principle of developing on Green Belt land has been addressed in the 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0. 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB15 What is the meaning of the term 'sustainable development'. 
Is it a site that is close to an attractive village, of a particular 
size to withstand high density development, close to a main 
road and heath centre and cheap and easy to develop as it is 
flat and not contaminated. 

None stated. The social, economic and environmental effects of the Site Allocations have been assessed 
through a Sustainability Appraisal (SA). The SA of Development Plan Documents is a statutory 
requirement. The Site Allocations DPD Sustainability Appraisal identifies 17 sustainability 
objectives which each site is assessed against. The process includes an appraisal of options to 
demonstrate that the preferred options chosen for the Site Allocations DPD are the best when 
tested against reasonable alternatives. The SA has been subject to public consultation and has 
been published as a separate evidence base to support the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB16 What is the meaning of the term 'sustainable development'. 
Is it a site that is close to an attractive village, of a particular 
size to withstand high density development, close to a main 
road and heath centre and cheap and easy to develop as it is 
flat and not contaminated. 

None stated. The social, economic and environmental effects of the Site Allocations have been assessed 
through a Sustainability Appraisal (SA). The SA of Development Plan Documents is a statutory 
requirement. The Site Allocations DPD Sustainability Appraisal identifies 17 sustainability 
objectives which each site is assessed against. The process includes an appraisal of options to 
demonstrate that the preferred options chosen for the Site Allocations DPD are the best when 
tested against reasonable alternatives. The SA has been subject to public consultation and has 
been published as a separate evidence base to support the Site Allocations DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB15 The GBBR considers the site to be very low in terms of 
suitability for removal from the Green Belt. Parcel 4 is highly 
sensitive in landscape terms. However it is weighed against 
its high potential to deliver sustainable development. The 
Consultant notes that the woodland on the site and there are 
significant concerns. Nevertheless it is suitable for high 
density development given its easy integration within the 
existing urban area. 

None stated. This representation regarding landscape impacts has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
It should be noted that in allocating sites for development and safeguarding, the Council has 
considered evidence from a range of sources, including the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 
Green Belt boundary review and Landscape Character Assessment. The full list of the 
evidence base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD. 
 
To clarify, paragraph 3.5.12 of the Green Belt boundary review states that this area should be 
considered for development provided significant elements of Green Infrastructure are included. 
This is reflected in the key requirements for the site in the DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB16 The GBBR considers the site to be very low in terms of 
suitability for removal from the Green Belt. Parcel 4 is highly 
sensitive in landscape terms. However it is weighed against 
its high potential to deliver sustainable development. The 
Consultant notes that the woodland on the site and there are 
significant concerns. Nevertheless it is suitable for high 
density development given its easy integration within the 
existing urban area. 

None stated. This representation regarding landscape impacts has been addressed in the Council's Issues 
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. 
 
It should be noted that in allocating sites for development and safeguarding, the Council has 
considered evidence from a range of sources, including the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), 
Green Belt boundary review and Landscape Character Assessment. The full list of the 
evidence base studies is at Appendix 1 of the DPD. 
 
To clarify, paragraph 3.5.12 of the Green Belt boundary review states that this area should be 
considered for development provided significant elements of Green Infrastructure are included. 
This is reflected in the key requirements for the site in the DPD. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB15 West Byfleet will have 750 new dwellings and around 750-
3000 new residents and an additional 3000 plus vehicles as 
part of the proposals. The A245 and local roads can not take 
additional traffic and the drainage system is also at capacity. 

None stated. To clarify, the Council is currently in the process of identifying land to meet existing and future 
development needs up to 2040. This includes both sites to be removed from the Green Belt 
between 2022 and 2027 as well as Safeguarded sites for future development needs between 
2027 and 2040. The draft Site Allocations DPD proposes to safeguard the two Byfleet and two 
Pyrford sites for development needs post 2027. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
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.  
 
It should be noted that 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 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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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 the drainage infrastructure has been addressed in the Council’s 
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.10. 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB16 West Byfleet will have 750 new dwellings and around 750-
3000 new residents and an additional 3000 plus vehicles as 
part of the proposals. The A245 and local roads can not take 
additional traffic and the drainage system is also at capacity. 

None stated. To clarify, the Council is currently in the process of identifying land to meet existing and future 
development needs up to 2040. This includes both sites to be removed from the Green Belt 
between 2022 and 2027 as well as Safeguarded sites for future development needs between 
2027 and 2040. The draft Site Allocations DPD proposes to safeguard the two Byfleet and two 
Pyrford sites for development needs post 2027. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
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.  
 
It should be noted that 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 the drainage infrastructure has been 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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB12 The proposals would completely change the character of 
Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB13 The proposals would completely change the character of 
Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB4 The proposals would completely change the character of 
Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB5 The proposals would completely change the character of 
Byfleet, West Byfleet and Pyrford 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB15 The character of the villages will change forever by the 
proposals. Housing will increase in West Byfleet by 25%. 
These numbers do not include for the extra loading to roads 

None stated. The representation regarding character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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and services caused by the new independent school at 
Broadoaks. None of these proposals will benefit local 
residents and will harm the quality of life for existing 
residents. 

The Council accepts that a significant number of new homes are proposed to be delivered in 
West Byfleet. As set out in Core Strategy Policy CS3, West Byfleet is the only District Centre in 
the Borough based on its size, services and access to facilities. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, the access to these facilities was a significant consideration in identifying site 
GB15 and GB16 for development. The Council consider the proposed sites to be the most 
sustainable compared to all reasonable alternatives. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
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.  
 
It should be noted that 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 local  infrastructure provision has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.7 to 3.11. 
 
It should be noted that 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. 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB16 The character of the villages will change forever by the 
proposals. Housing will increase in West Byfleet by 25%. 
These numbers do not include for the extra loading to roads 
and services caused by the new independent school at 
Broadoaks. None of these proposals will benefit local 
residents and will harm the quality of life for existing 
residents. 

None stated. The representation regarding character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
The Council accepts that a significant number of new homes are proposed to be delivered in 
West Byfleet. As set out in Core Strategy Policy CS3, West Byfleet is the only District Centre in 
the Borough based on its size, services and access to facilities. As part of the Green Belt 
boundary review, the access to these facilities was a significant consideration in identifying site 
GB15 and GB16 for development. The Council consider the proposed sites to be the most 
sustainable compared to all reasonable alternatives. 
 
The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the 
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6. 
 
The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough 
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network. 
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and 
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these 
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the 
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.  
 
It should be noted that 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 local  infrastructure provision has been addressed in the 
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.7 to 3.11. 
 
It should be noted that 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. 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB4 Development sites are noted as being on a floodplain. The 
area is known for flooding events. 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB5 Development sites are noted as being on a floodplain. The 
area is known for flooding events. 

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 

1622 P. A. Hurle General Strongly objects to Green Belt development in West Byfleet, 
Byfleet and Pyrford for housing and commercial uses. 
Recent Government Bills put forward and comments made 
by ministers highlighted the importance of preserving the 
Green Belt. Brownfield sites should be prioritised and the 
government is very clear on this. Local people do not want to 
see urban sprawl or loss the vital green lungs around towns 
and cities lost to unnecessary development. Councils and 
local people can now decide where development should and 
shouldn't go.  
Government guidance published in 2014 reaffirms how 
Councils should use their local plan and should consider 
constraints such as Green Belt. Housing need and 
demonstrating a 5 Year Housing Land Supply do not justify 
the harm done to Green Belt by inappropriate development.  

None stated. The representation regarding the release of Green Belt land for development and recent 
Ministerial Statements has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. 
See Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.1 to 1.12. 
 
It should be noted that the proposed Site Allocations includes over 50 sites within the existing 
urban area for a wide range of development, including retail, commercial and residential uses. 
Nevertheless land is a finite resource and as noted in Section 1.0 of the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper, the Core Strategy Examination Inspector agreed that the Green Belt 
should be a future direction of growth to meet part of the borough's housing needs. 
 
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. 
 
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 

1622 P. A. Hurle UA49 The site off Camphill Road can be decontaminated and 
developed. 

The site off 
Camphill Road 
can be 
decontaminate
d and 
developed. 

Support for the decontamination and development of the site is noted. Due to the 
contamination issues of the site and its position adjacent to the Camphill Industrial Estate (a 
designated Employment Zone), the site is currently allocated for employment uses. It is likely 
that this will improve the vibrancy and viability of the Camphill Industrial Estate as well as 
contribute towards the economic strategy of the Core Strategy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1622 P. A. Hurle General The five purposes of Green Belt are clearly established. The 
Green Belt Review is flawed in many respects and does not 
seem to take into account the needs of the local communities 
it covers.  

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. 
 
The Green Belt boundary review was specifically carried out to identify the most sustainable 
sites for development and not to identify the existing needs of local people. Further information 
on the Green Belt boundary review brief, methodology and recommendations can be found on 
the Council's website. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB15 The GBBR notes that the Highways Authority were not 
consulted in this study. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review was commissioned by the Council to identify suitable, 
deliverable and sustainable sites to deliver about 550 new homes, potential additional sites to 
be safeguarded for future housing need, deliverable sites for 19 Traveller pitches, one transit 
site to meet the needs of Travelling Showpeople and provide advise on a new defensible 
Green Belt boundary. The County Highways Authority were not consulted during the 
preparation of the study as it was not required by the project brief. Nevertheless 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 
Strategy 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 Study 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. 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. 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 

1622 P. A. Hurle GB16 The GBBR notes that the Highways Authority were not 
consulted in this study. 

None stated. The Green Belt boundary review was commissioned by the Council to identify suitable, 
deliverable and sustainable sites to deliver about 550 new homes, potential additional sites to 
be safeguarded for future housing need, deliverable sites for 19 Traveller pitches, one transit 
site to meet the needs of Travelling Showpeople and provide advise on a new defensible 
Green Belt boundary. The County Highways Authority were not consulted during the 
preparation of the study as it was not required by the project brief. Nevertheless 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 
Strategy 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 Study 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. 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. 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 

1622 P. A. Hurle UA51 Areas of West Byfleet can be improved to provide more 
homes. Sheer House is out of keeping with the local area 
and empty. It is short sighted not to consider the site in any 
development proposals. There will be local disruption if this 
takes place. 

Redevelop 
Sheer House 
for residential 
uses.  

Support for the redevelopment of Sheer House is noted. The Council supports the 
redevelopment of the site and as such proposes to allocate it for a mixed use development 
containing residential, community and retail floor space and office floor space. It is recognised 
that during the development of any site, disruption can occur at a local level. Nevertheless, this 
can be managed through mitigation measures and planning conditions. Any local disruption is 
likely to be short term. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1622 P. A. Hurle General There are other parcels of land, e.g. 29, which are high in 
suitability terms for removal from the Green Belt but have not 
been taken forward by the Council.  
Sustainable should not increase flood risk, cause the loss of 
important landscapes, flora and fauna, add to the overloaded 
network of roads, lose the provision of green spaces and 
access to the countryside to enable healthy lifestyles, add to 
the overloaded heath provisions at West Byfleet Health 
Centre 

Other sites 
should be 
considered 
such as Parcel 
29 in the 
GBBR 

The Green Belt boundary review methodology has been addressed in the Council's Issues and 
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 10.0. It should be noted that the Green Belt boundary review 
is only one document within the Council's evidence base that has been used in identifying sites 
for development needs. The full list can be found in Appendix 1 of the Site Allocations DPD.  
 
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, Parcel 29 was not considered suitable for development needs as the site forms 
Goldsworth Park Recreation Ground and Lake. The site is within Flood Zone 2 and would 
result in the loss of green and open spaces which would not enable healthy lifestyles. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1628 Joe Hurley 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB7 The proposals will decrease visual amenity and local 
character as well as increase risk to wildlife due to the 
increase in domestic animals in close proximity. 

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.  
 
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. 
 
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 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of 
the borough and Mayford already provides a major 
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification 
for further expansion in Mayford. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB7 Object to the proposal. All of Woking's Traveller sites are 
concentrated in one part of the borough. 

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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB8 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB9 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1628 Joe Hurley GB10 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB11 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB14 Strongly object to development in the Green Belt in Mayford None stated. Objection noted. No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB8 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB9 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB10 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB11 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB14 Object to the proposals as it will result in the loss of green 
space through increased housing density. 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 21.0. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB8 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB9 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB10 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB11 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB14 Impact on the character of Mayford Village and the 
surrounding areas 

None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters 
Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. 
 
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy 
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have 
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB8 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB9 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 
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1628 Joe Hurley GB10 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB11 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB14 There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford merging  None stated. 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB9 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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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1628 Joe Hurley GB10 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB11 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB14 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an 
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathland 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 



H 

472 
 

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.  
 
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). 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 are 
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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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. 

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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB8 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB9 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB10 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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1628 Joe Hurley GB11 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley GB14 There are no plans to upgrade the roads or bridges or public 
transport 

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. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General The additional arguments provided were formed by the local 
community, who are the very people who will be impacted by 
the decisions. 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. 
Green Belts were classified for a reason. WBC should 
protect the countryside and Green Belt for its residents, 
visitors and for future generations.  

None stated. 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. 
 
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563. 
 
The Council is of the opinion that the case for releasing Green belt land for future development 
needs has been established and is consistent with national policy. Taking into account the 
constraints of the Borough and the available evidence, the Council believes that the land 
released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. 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. The amount 
of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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.  

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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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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1628 Joe Hurley General 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 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 

1628 Joe Hurley 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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB7 Traveller sites should have access to local facilities. The site 
is not near a school or easy access to local services. 

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 

1628 Joe Hurley GB7 Additional pitches will have unacceptable adverse impacts 
on the visual amenity and character of the area. It is adjacent 
to an SSSI which is used for leisure purposes.  

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 

1628 Joe Hurley General WBC states that land available for development is more 
viable for removal from the Green Belt. Land ownership 
status 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 

1628 Joe Hurley General 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 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB12 Although convenient by road/rail, the roads are frequently 
congested. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB13 Although convenient by road/rail, the roads are frequently 
congested. 

None stated. This representation has been 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 
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of this representation 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB12 The school is at capacity and cannot accommodate future 
demand 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB13 The school is at capacity and cannot accommodate future 
demand 

None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See 
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB12 Supports smaller development of apartments and smaller 
homes for mature residents and therefore the release of 
family size homes. 

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 draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough. However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family 
homes will not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed 
to meet the overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated 
taking into account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.  
 
There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this 
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types 
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of 
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB13 Supports smaller development of apartments and smaller 
homes for mature residents and therefore the release of 
family size homes. 

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 draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the 
borough. However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family 
homes will not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed 
to meet the overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated 
taking into account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.  
 
There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this 
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types 
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of 
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB12 Development proposals will ruin the surrounding countryside 
around Pyrford and the character of the village for future 
generations 

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 

1324 A.L. Hurst GB13 Development proposals will ruin the surrounding countryside 
around Pyrford and the character of the village for future 
generations 

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 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 Walton Road and the surrounding roads are densely 
populated with a high population of local residents. Road 
access can be difficult and dangerous. The proposal will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. Walton Road and the adjacent roads are located within the High Density Residential Area, as 
defined on the Proposals Map. Generally, development in this area will be permitted at 
densities in excess of 70dph in order to make the most efficient use of land. The proposed 
allocation is located within Woking Town Centre and is the preferred location for town centre 
uses and high density residential development, as set out in Core Strategy Policy CS2: Woking 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 
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Town Centre and CS10: Housing provision and distribution. Although increased densities have 
the potential of having a negative impact on traffic, parking and congestion, the site is located 
within a sustainable location, with good access to a wide range of services, facilities and public 
transport. The proposed allocated site is also located within the Woking Town Centre High 
Accessibility Area, as defined within the Parking Standards SPD (2006). A reduced parking 
standard is acceptable in this location due to the reasonable walking time to and from Woking 
Station. Therefore the proposed allocation is not expected to have a significant impact on 
traffic, parking and congestion.  

1623 Naima Hussain UA36 Walton Road and the surrounding roads are densely 
populated with a high population of local residents. Road 
access can be difficult and dangerous. The proposal will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. Walton Road and the adjacent roads are located within the High Density Residential Area, as 
defined on the Proposals Map. Generally, development in this area will be permitted at 
densities in excess of 70dph in order to make the most efficient use of land. The proposed 
allocation is also located within Walton Road Neighbourhood Centre and is the preferred 
location for town centre uses and some residential development, as set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS4: Local and neighbourhood centres and shopping parades and CS10: Housing 
provision and distribution. Although increased densities have the potential of having a negative 
impact on traffic, parking and congestion, the site is located within a sustainable location, with 
good access to a wide range of services, facilities and public transport. The proposed allocated 
site is also located within the Woking Town Centre High Accessibility Area, as defined within 
the Parking Standards SPD (2006). A reduced parking standard is acceptable in this location 
due to the reasonable walking time to and from Woking Station. Therefore the proposed 
allocation is not expected to have a significant impact on traffic, parking and congestion.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA38 Walton Road and the surrounding roads are densely 
populated with a high population of local residents. Road 
access can be difficult and dangerous. The proposal will 
make the situation worse. 

None stated. Walton Road and the adjacent roads are located within the High Density Residential Area, as 
defined on the Proposals Map. Generally, development in this area will be permitted at 
densities in excess of 70dph in order to make the most efficient use of land. The proposed 
allocation is also located within Walton Road Neighbourhood Centre and is the preferred 
location for town centre uses and some residential development, as set out in Core Strategy 
Policy CS4: Local and neighbourhood centres and shopping parades and CS10: Housing 
provision and distribution. Although increased densities have the potential of having a negative 
impact on traffic, parking and congestion, the site is located within a sustainable location, with 
good access to a wide range of services, facilities and public transport. The proposed allocated 
site is also located within the Woking Town Centre High Accessibility Area, as defined within 
the Parking Standards SPD (2006). A reduced parking standard is acceptable in this location 
due to the reasonable walking time to and from Woking Station. Therefore the proposed 
allocation is not expected to have a significant impact on traffic, parking and congestion.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 Windows will generate glare. None stated. The Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design and the Design Supplementary Planning Document 
(SPD) set out policy and guidance to make sure that the design of development that will come 
forward on the allocated sites does not have a negative impact on the micro-climate including 
glare from windows. This could be in the form of a Shadowing and Reflection Analysis as part 
of a detailed planning application. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 Council decisions always favour the Planners rather than 
residents. This is unfair on residents as they have to 
experience the negative impacts of development. The 
proposals along Chertsey Road are out of proportion and 
over-bearing. 

None stated. The planning system enables the community to make representations on planning applications 
and during the plan making process. The Council has a duty to take these representations into 
consideration and demonstrate how the comments have informed the Council's decisions.  
 
As part of the plan making process, impact of the proposed allocations 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, social and 
economical indicators.  
 
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. 
 
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 Core Strategy also highlights that development will be encouraged in the existing urban 
areas of the Borough as they offer good accessibility to existing services and facilities. This 
includes the intensification of land uses where local character and appearance are not 
adversely affected. This is set out in Core Strategy Policy CS1 and CS21. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA36 Council decisions always favour the Planners rather than 
residents. This is unfair on residents as they have to 

None stated. The planning system enables the community to make representations on planning applications 
and during the plan making process. The Council has a duty to take these representations into 
consideration and demonstrate how the comments have informed the Council's decisions.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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experience the negative impacts of development. The 
proposals along Chertsey Road are out of proportion and 
over-bearing. 

 
As part of the plan making process, impact of the proposed allocations 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, social and 
economical indicators.  
 
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. 
 
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 Core Strategy also highlights that development will be encouraged in the existing urban 
areas of the Borough as they offer good accessibility to existing services and facilities. This 
includes the intensification of land uses where local character and appearance are not 
adversely affected. This is set out in Core Strategy Policy CS1 and CS21. 

of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA38 Council decisions always favour the Planners rather than 
residents. This is unfair on residents as they have to 
experience the negative impacts of development. The 
proposals along Chertsey Road are out of proportion and 
over-bearing. 

None stated. The planning system enables the community to make representations on planning applications 
and during the plan making process. The Council has a duty to take these representations into 
consideration and demonstrate how the comments have informed the Council's decisions.  
 
As part of the plan making process, impact of the proposed allocations 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, social and 
economical indicators.  
 
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. 
 
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 Core Strategy also highlights that development will be encouraged in the existing urban 
areas of the Borough as they offer good accessibility to existing services and facilities. This 
includes the intensification of land uses where local character and appearance are not 
adversely affected. This is set out in Core Strategy Policy CS1 and CS21. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 Residential gardens will be of no use as they are not 
considered in determining any proposal and the proposal will 
have a negative impact on it.  

None stated. 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 avoiding significant harmful impact in terms of 
loss of daylight and sunlight. This has also been clearly set out in the key requirements for the 
site in the DPD.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 How is the proposal in keeping with the adjacent residential 
character. 

None stated. The Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 
and sympathetic to the general character 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 

1623 Naima Hussain UA36 How is the proposal in keeping with the adjacent residential 
character. 

None stated. The Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
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and sympathetic to the general character 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. 

of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA38 How is the proposal in keeping with the adjacent residential 
character. 

None stated. The Core Strategy, the emerging Development Management Policies DPD and the Design 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) include robust policies and guidance to make sure 
that the design of development that will come forward on the allocated sites is of high standard 
and sympathetic to the general character 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 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 All of the proposals will result in residents having to endure 
years of noise, dust, pollution, traffic and disruption.  

None stated. It is recognised that during the development of any site, disruption can occur at a local level. 
Nevertheless, this can be managed through mitigation measures and planning conditions. Any 
local disruption is likely to be short term. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA36 All of the proposals will result in residents having to endure 
years of noise, dust, pollution, traffic and disruption.  

None stated. It is recognised that during the development of any site, disruption can occur at a local level. 
Nevertheless, this can be managed through mitigation measures and planning conditions. Any 
local disruption is likely to be short term. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA38 All of the proposals will result in residents having to endure 
years of noise, dust, pollution, traffic and disruption.  

None stated. It is recognised that during the development of any site, disruption can occur at a local level. 
Nevertheless, this can be managed through mitigation measures and planning conditions. Any 
local disruption is likely to be short term. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA36 Pollution will increase affecting peoples quality of life and 
health. 

None stated. The site is adjacent to Woking Town Centre and within Walton Road Neighbourhood Centre 
and therefore in close proximity to sustainable modes of transport including Woking Railway 
Station and bus services. It also provides opportunities to walk to key services, jobs and shops 
and therefore reduces the likelihood of congestion, and subsequently air pollution from traffic.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA38 Pollution will increase affecting peoples quality of life and 
health. 

None stated. The site is adjacent to Woking Town Centre and within Walton Road Neighbourhood Centre 
and therefore in close proximity to sustainable modes of transport including Woking Railway 
Station and bus services. It also provides opportunities to walk to key services, jobs and shops 
and therefore reduces the likelihood of congestion, and subsequently air pollution from traffic.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 Pollution will increase affecting peoples quality of life and 
health. 

None stated. The site is in Woking Town Centre and in close proximity to sustainable modes of transport 
including Woking Railway Station and bus services. It also provides opportunities to walk to 
key services, jobs and shops and therefore reduces the likelihood of congestion, and 
subsequently air pollution from traffic.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 The proposal will result in the loss of privacy and create 
overlooking to adjacent residential properties. 

None stated. 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 avoiding significant harmful impact in terms of 
loss of privacy. 

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

1623 Naima Hussain UA33 The height of the proposals will have a negative impact on 
daylight and sunlight levels to adjacent residential properties. 

None stated. 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 avoiding significant harmful impact in terms of 
loss of daylight and sunlight. This has also been clearly set out in the key requirements for the 
site in the DPD.  

No further modification 
is proposed as a result 
of this representation 

 


