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415 | Leo lles GB8 The proposals for the release of GB in Mayford would None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
weaken not create a defensible Green Belt Boundary. Strong proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
boundaries are prominent physical features e.g. escarpment, that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
the proposal would result in the loss of an escarpment. recomr_nendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.

415 | Leo lles GB9 The proposals for the release of GB in Mayford would None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
weaken not create a defensible Green Belt Boundary. Strong proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
boundaries are prominent physical features e.g. escarpment, that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
the proposal would result in the loss of an escarpment. recommendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.

415 | Leo lles GB10 The proposals for the release of GB in Mayford would None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
weaken not create a defensible Green Belt Boundary. Strong proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
boundaries are prominent physical features e.g. escarpment, that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
the proposal would result in the loss of an escarpment. recommendatlons of the Green BeIF 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.

415 | Leo lles GB11 The proposals for the release of GB in Mayford would None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
weaken not create a defensible Green Belt Boundary. Strong proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
boundaries are prominent physical features e.g. escarpment, that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
the proposal would result in the loss of an escarpment. recommendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.

415 | Leo lles GB14 The proposals for the release of GB in Mayford would None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
weaken not create a defensible Green Belt Boundary. Strong proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
boundaries are prominent physical features e.g. escarpment, that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
the proposal would result in the loss of an escarpment. recomr_nendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.

415 | Leo lles GB8 GB land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between Mayford and Slyfield roundabout and therefore a of this representation
high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford.

The whole purpose of the GB is to prevent neighbouring
towns merging

415 | Leo lles GB9 GB land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between Mayford and Slyfield roundabout and therefore a of this representation
high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford.

The whole purpose of the GB is to prevent neighbouring
towns merging
415 | Leo lles GB10 GB land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles
between Mayford and Slyfield roundabout and therefore a

Topic Paper. See Section 12.0

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford.
The whole purpose of the GB is to prevent neighbouring
towns merging
415 | Leo lles GB11 GB land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between Mayford and Slyfield roundabout and therefore a of this representation
high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford.
The whole purpose of the GB is to prevent neighbouring
towns merging
415 | Leo lles GB14 GB land in Mayford is fundamental to the physical separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between Mayford and Slyfield roundabout and therefore a of this representation
high risk of coalescence of Woking and Guildford.
The whole purpose of the GB is to prevent neighbouring
towns merging
415 | Leo lles GB8 Object to proposals on GB in Mayford. No consideration has | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
been given to preserving the character of Mayford. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
The GBBR incorrectly dismisses the purpose to preserve the Woking and its.villages are not classified as hi;tpric towns. Itis ackn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
sting and specilcharacier o istoic ouns because
Woking is not considered to be a town that has a particularly . ’ ;
strong historic character. However Mayford is mentioned in compromised by the proposed allocations.
the Domesday Book In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section
19.0 and Section 23.0
415 | Leo lles GB9 Object to proposals on GB in Mayford. No consideration has | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
been given to preserving the character of Mayford. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
The GBBR incorrectly dismisses the purpose to preserve the Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. Itis ackn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
seing and special character o isorc founs because o s e s v o o e e
Woking is not considered to be a town that has a particularl . ' :
strongghistoric character. However Mayford is merﬁ)tioned iny compromised by the proposed allocations.
the Domesday Book In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section
19.0 and Section 23.0
415 | Leo lles GB10 Object to proposals on GB in Mayford. No consideration has | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
been given to preserving the character of Mayford. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
The GBBR incorrectly dismisses the purpose to preserve the Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. ltis aclgn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
seting an specal shaacie o isorc fowns becatise
Woking is not considered to be a town that has a particularl . ' :
strongghistoric character. However Mayford is merF])tioned iny compromised by the proposed allocations.
the Domesday Book In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section
19.0 and Section 23.0
415 | Leo lles GB11 Object to proposals on GB in Mayford. No consideration has | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification

been given to preserving the character of Mayford.

The GBBR incorrectly dismisses the purpose to preserve the
setting and special character of historic towns because
Woking is not considered to be a town that has a particularly
strong historic character. However Mayford is mentioned in
the Domesday Book

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.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section
19.0 and Section 23.0

415 | Leo lles GB14 Object to proposals on GB in Mayford. No consideration has | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
been given to preserving the character of Mayford. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
The GBBR incorrectly dismisses the purpose to preserve the Wokl_ng and |ts_V|IIages are not classified as hl_st_orlc towns. Itis ackn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
setting and special character of historic towns because a Vha”ety (t)t: heritage tasslte.ts' a':d there arg ;”ftf'tcr']em ?nd{Ob‘ft po"?'t‘;s to presetrve .ﬁnt()j/ or

g . . enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be

Woking is not considered to be a town that has a pgmcula_\rly compromised by the proposed allocati%ns. gnty y

strong historic character. However Mayford is mentioned in

the Domesday Book In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
Also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 12.0 paragraph 7.5, Section
19.0 and Section 23.0

415 | Leo lles GB8 Mayford is important area for rain absorption and alleviating None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
flooding. Development here will increase surface water Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with is proposed as a result
flooding issues. instances where site based Flpod Risk Assessment is rgqqlred. The Council has carried out a of this representation

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.

415 | Leo lles GB9 Mayford is important area for rain absorption and alleviating None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
flooding. Development here will increase surface water Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Section 5 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper deals with is proposed as a result
flooding issues. instances where site based Flpod Risk Assessment is rgqqlred. The Council has carried out a of this representation

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.

415 | Leo lles GB10 Mayford is important area for rain absorption and alleviating None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
flooding. Development here will increase surface water Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk is proposed as a result
flooding issues. Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GB11 Mayford is important area for rain absorption and alleviating None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
flooding. Development here will increase surface water Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk is proposed as a result
flooding issues. Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GB14 Mayford is important area for rain absorption and alleviating None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
flooding. Development here will increase surface water Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. Nevertheless this site will require a detailed Flood Risk is proposed as a result
flooding issues. Assessment as a key requirement to assess and address any site specific flooding issues. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GBS Wildlife on Smarts Heath, Prey Heath and the developed None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
areas will be at risk or wiped out by the plans Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result

. ) ) ) ) ) ) of this representation
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.
415 | Leo lles GB9 Wildlife on Smarts Heath, Prey Heath and the developed None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

areas will be at risk or wiped out by the plans

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.

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.

415

Leo

lles

GB10

Wildlife on Smarts Heath, Prey Heath and the developed
areas will be at risk or wiped out by the plans

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0

In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7:
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

415

Leo

lles

GB11

Wildlife on Smarts Heath, Prey Heath and the developed
areas will be at risk or wiped out by the plans

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0

In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7:
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site
specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

415

Leo

lles

GB14

Wildlife on Smarts Heath, Prey Heath and the developed
areas will be at risk or wiped out by the plans

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 14.0

In addition, during the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the
proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust
or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Nevertheless, the Council
recognise that individual sites can provide important habitats for local wildlife.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7:
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during

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.

415 | Leo lles GB8 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
school is just a precursor to further development here review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation

and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

415 | Leo lles GB9 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
school is just a precursor to further development here review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation

and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

415 | Leo lles GB10 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
school is just a precursor to further development here review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation

and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

415 | Leo lles GB11 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
school is just a precursor to further development here review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation

and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

415 | Leo lles GB14 The GBBR indicates that a school on Egley Road would None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
maintain the openness of the area. This is misleading if the therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
school is just a precursor to further development here review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation

and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

415 | Leo lles GB8 The GBBR is not supported by a Lancape Character None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Assessment which puts the validity of the GBBR into Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 10.0. is proposed as a result
guestion. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GB9 The GBBR is not supported by a Lancape Character None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Assessment which puts the validity of the GBBR into Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 10.0. is proposed as a result
guestion. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GB10 The GBBR is not supported by a Lancape Character None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Assessment which puts the validity of the GBBR into Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 10.0. is proposed as a result
question. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GB11 The GBBR is not supported by a Lancape Character None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Assessment which puts the validity of the GBBR into Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 10.0. is proposed as a result
question. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GB14 The GBBR is not supported by a Lancape Character None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Assessment which puts the validity of the GBBR into Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 and 10.0. is proposed as a result
question. of this representation

415 | Leo lles GBS The GBBR recommended Mayford on the basis of the ease None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
of access to Woking Town Centre. The estimated time of key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
travel is greater than indicated due to congestion and poor _services _and retail centres. They do not exactly r_eflect re_al-time ponditions or peak hour ' of this representation
road network (including narrow and unlit roads, few journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable Iocatlon's._The Council
footpaths, single lane bridges) has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) _that assesses the transport/tr_afflc impacts of_the

' ) . proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation

The proposed development for the area will exacerbate measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the

traffic problems in the area. journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The public transport system is also poor. There is limited With regard to comments about the potential traffic impacts, this has been addressed in the

buses. Worpleston Station is at capacity and inaccessible by Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and

foot. 3.11. It should be emphasised that contributions sought for infrastructure through the planning
process are sought as mitigation measures as a result of development proposals and not to
address existing deficiencies.
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.

415 | Leo lles GB9 The GBBR recommended Mayford on the basis of the ease None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification

of access to Woking Town Centre. The estimated time of
travel is greater than indicated due to congestion and poor
road network (including narrow and unlit roads, few
footpaths, single lane bridges).

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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The proposed development for the area will exacerbate measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
traffic problems in the area. journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.
The public transport system is also poor. There is limited \CI:Vith rglgalrd to comrg?\;ﬂs abo_lFt the IE))otentiasl trafsfic impa?c):tos, this has kl)een addresieéj (iSn thg
L . . . ouncil's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 an
buses. Worpleston Station is at capacity and inaccessible by 3.11. It should be emphasised that contributions sought for infrastructure through the planning
foot. process are sought as mitigation measures as a result of development proposals and not to
address existing deficiencies.
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.

415 | Leo lles GB10 The GBBR recommended Mayford on the basis of the ease None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
of access to Woking Town Centre. The estimated time of key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
road network (including narrow and unlit roads, few journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable Iocatlon.s..The Council
footpaths, single lane bridges) 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

The proposed development for the area will exacerbate measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the

traffic problems in the area. journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The public transport system is also poor. There is limited With regard to comments about the potential traffic impacts, this has been addressed in the

buses. Worpleston Station is at capacity and inaccessible by Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and

foot. 3.11. It should be emphasised that contributions sought for infrastructure through the planning
process are sought as mitigation measures as a result of development proposals and not to
address existing deficiencies.
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.

415 | Leo lles GB11 The GBBR recommended Mayford on the basis of the ease None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
of access to Woking Town Centre. The estimated time of key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
travel is greater than indicated due to congestion and poor services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
road network (including narrow and unlit roads, few journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable Iocatlon_s._The Council
footpaths, single lane bridges) 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
The_proposed d(_avelopment for the area will exacerbate measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
traffic problems in the area. journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The public transport system is also poor. There is limited With regard to comments about the potential traffic impacts, this has been addressed in the

buses. Worpleston Station is at capacity and inaccessible by Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and

foot. 3.11. It should be emphasised that contributions sought for infrastructure through the planning
process are sought as mitigation measures as a result of development proposals and not to
address existing deficiencies.
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.

415 | Leo lles GB14 The GBBR recommended Mayford on the basis of the ease None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification

of access to Woking Town Centre. The estimated time of
travel is greater than indicated due to congestion and poor
road network (including narrow and unlit roads, few
footpaths, single lane bridges).

The proposed development for the area will exacerbate
traffic problems in the area.

The public transport system is also poor. There is limited
buses. Worpleston Station is at capacity and inaccessible by
foot.

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.

With regard to comments about the potential traffic impacts, this has been addressed in the
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and
3.11. It should be emphasised that contributions sought for infrastructure through the planning
process are sought as mitigation measures as a result of development proposals and not to

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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address existing deficiencies.

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.

415 | Leo lles GB8 WBC openly states that land available for development None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
(owned by Council or Developer) is more viable for removal Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
from the GB. Ownership status should not justify release of of this representation
land from the GB

415 | Leo lles GB9 WBC openly states that land available for development None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
(owned by Council or Developer) is more viable for removal Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
from the GB. Ownership status should not justify release of of this representation
land from the GB

415 | Leo lles GB10 WBC openly states that land available for development None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
(owned by Council or Developer) is more viable for removal Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
from the GB. Ownership status should not justify release of of this representation
land from the GB

415 | Leo lles GB11 WBC openly states that land available for development None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
(owned by Council or Developer) is more viable for removal Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
from the GB. Ownership status should not justify release of of this representation
land from the GB

415 | Leo lles GB14 WBC openly states that land available for development None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
(owned by Council or Developer) is more viable for removal Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
from the GB. Ownership status should not justify release of of this representation
land from the GB

1686 | Monica lles GBS Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the | None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
of the escarpment. recommendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the | None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
of the escarpment. recomr_nendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.
1686 | Monica lles GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the | None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification

Green Belt to create a 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.

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.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the | None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
of the escarpment. recommendatlons of the Green Bel_t 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.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released from the | None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
Green Belt to create a defensible boundary. The proposed proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
changes would create a weaker boundary due to the removal that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
of the escarpment. recommendatlons of the Green BeIF 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.

1686 | Monica lles GB8 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford of this representation
merging if Mayford is developed further.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford of this representation
merging if Mayford is developed further.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford of this representation
merging if Mayford is developed further.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford of this representation
merging if Mayford is developed further.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Green Belt is fundamental to the separation of Woking, None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Mayford and Guildford. This is only classified as Important in Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
the GBBR. There is a high risk to Woking and Guildford of this representation
merging if Mayford is developed further.

1686 | Monica lles GBS The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. ltis aclfn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
Domesday Book. a variety of heritage assets, and tht_are are sufﬁuen_t 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.
1686 | Monica lles GB9 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification

preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’.
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the
Domesday Book.

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.

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.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the Wokipg and its.villages are not classified as hi§tpric towns. Itis aclfn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
Domesday Book 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.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
Domesday Book 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.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 The GBBR incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt purpose ‘to None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’. towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
Mayford has a strong history and is mentioned in the Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has | of this representation
Domesday Book 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.

1686 | Monica lles GBS Strongly object. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of merging with _ ) . _ . of this representation
Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt. There has 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
been no conS|der§1t|_on f_or preserving Mayford as a separate protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt,
settlement or retaining its character.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 Strongly object. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of merging with ] ) ] ) ) of this representation
Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt. There has 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
been no ConS|derf_it|_on f_or preserving Mayford as a separate protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
settlement or retaining its character.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Strongly object. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of merging with ] ) ) ] ) of this representation
Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt. There has 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
been no con3|der§1t|_on f_or preserving Mayford as a separate protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt,
settlement or retaining its character.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Strongly object. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. Mayford will become a Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
suburb of Woking and increasing the risk of merging with _ ) ) , . of this representation
Guildford, against the purpose of Green Belt. There has 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
been no Con3|derf_;1t|_on f_or preserving Mayford as a separate protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
settlement or retaining its character.
1686 | Monica lles GB10 Strongly object. Green Belt is fundamental to the separation None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

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

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.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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settlement or retaining its character.

1686 | Monica lles GB8 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification
services. relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result

operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is of this representation
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County

Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport

infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification

services relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is of this representation
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification

services relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is of this representation
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification

services relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is of this representation
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Mayford has a poor public transport system with limited bus None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification

services relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is of this representation
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

1686 | Monica lles GBS Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 is proposed as a result
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding of this representation
properties.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 is proposed as a result
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding of this representation
properties.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 is proposed as a result
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding of this representation
properties.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 is proposed as a result
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding of this representation
properties.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Mayford is a key area for the absorption of rainwater to None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
alleviate flooding. Developing on the land will increase Topic Paper. See Section 5.0 is proposed as a result
surface water and increase flood risk to surrounding of this representation
properties.

1686 | Monica lles GBS Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife No further modification

increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans as
it will have a devastating impact on Mayford as a village.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to
approval of the development.

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).

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.

1686

Monica

lles

GB9

Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans as
it will have a devastating impact on Mayford as a village.

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).

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

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

1686

Monica

lles

GB10

Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans as
it will have a devastating impact on Mayford as a village.

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).

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

1686

Monica

lles

GB11

Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans as
it will have a devastating impact on Mayford as a village.

None stated.

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity
features that could not be addressed.

Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as
a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to
approval of the development.

None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development

avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing

Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM).

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.

1686

Monica

lles

GB14

Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an
increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the
proximity of the development. Please reconsider the plans as
it will have a devastating impact on Mayford as a village.

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).

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

1686

Monica

lles

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 fiel
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

1686

Monica

lles

GB8

Without a Lancape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not
valid and it is not clear why this area of lancape 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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1686 | Monica lles GB9 Without a Lancape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
valid and it is not clear why this area of lancape importance Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
has been ignored. of this representation

1686 | Monica lles GB10 Without a Lancape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
valid and it is not clear why this area of lancape importance Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
has been ignored. of this representation

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Without a Lancape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
valid and it is not clear why this area of lancape importance Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
has been ignored. of this representation

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Without a Lancape Character Assessment, the GBBR is not | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
valid and it is not clear why this area of lancape importance Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
has been ignored. of this representation

1686 | Monica lles GB8 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no supporting everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
infrastructure and residents living in any major developments '”e&"tab'Y increase t{l]e ”#mbgr_ O‘er’e?\lp'? ::‘é'”g Loca(;lyc, p""t‘c'“g 2 greater dgmﬁ‘”d on thet SEhcl’ps of this representation

; ; and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley

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.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no Supporting gver_yday needs of those living locally. The proposed aIIocqtions set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
infrastructure and residents living in any major developments inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
would be isolated unless they have a vehicle. and services currently offered in the Nelghbo_urhood 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.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
a Local Centre. The Mayford Centre has no supporting everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
infrastructure and residents living in any major developments inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
would be isolated unless they have a vehicle. and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley

Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need to
travel by car.
In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'. The provision
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.
1686 | Monica lles GB11 The GBBR recommend Mayford on the basis of proximity to None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification

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.

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.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1686

Monica

lles

GB14

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

1686

Monica

lles

GB8

The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the
local area will make this much worse. There are also very
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local
area will increase the traffic issues. There are three single
lane bridges in the area and they will be unable to handle
any additional traffic. Additional increase in congestion will
also occur at Worplesdon Station.

None stated.

The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The 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

1686

Monica

lles

GB9

The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the
local area will make this much worse. There are also very
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local
area will increase the traffic issues. There are three single
lane bridges in the area and they will be unable to handle
any additional traffic. Additional increase in congestion will
also occur at Worplesdon Station.

None stated.

The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The 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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in
transport terms.

1686

Monica

lles

GB10

The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the
local area will make this much worse. There are also very
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local
area will increase the traffic issues. There are three single
lane bridges in the area and they will be unable to handle
any additional traffic. Additional increase in congestion will
also occur at Worplesdon Station.

None stated.

The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The 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

1686

Monica

lles

GB11

The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the
local area will make this much worse. There are also very
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local
area will increase the traffic issues. There are three single
lane bridges in the area and they will be unable to handle
any additional traffic. Additional increase in congestion will
also occur at Worplesdon Station.

None stated.

The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to
key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local
services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour
journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council
has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the
proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

The 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

1686

Monica

lles

GB14

The GBBR states that Mayford is within 7 minutes driving
from Woking Town Centre which is incorrect as it takes much
longer during peak times. Mayford has a very poor road
network and traffic is gridlocked. Additional homes in the
local area will make this much worse. There are also very
few pedestrian footpaths. Further developments in the local
area will increase the traffic issues. There are three single

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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lane bridges in the area and they will be unable to handle
any additional traffic. Additional increase in congestion will The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to .this ljeprgsentation rggarding the lack of
also occur at Worplesdon Station. fqotpaths to see.wh.at can be done to addr9§s the existing situation. Regarding th.e allocated

sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes 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.

1686 | Monica lles GBS No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's | No further modification
increased population will result in. There will be more cars Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or o . ) ) . . . of this representation
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traffic footpaihs 1o see what can be done 1o adcreas the existing situation. Regarding the alooared
pr.ﬁblenlgs ohn Egley .Road. Addi:ional homes in Lhebwi.?er area sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes fbrwe?rd, thgre is easy
W!thmat e the S'I:!Iuat.lop W(t)rset. Olfl_shes Car:j TOtWe ll‘" td access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
WIthou SUppOI’ |ng Intrastructure. e roa (0] Ol’p esaon pub“c transport Where feasib|e'

Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's | No further modification
increased population will result in. There will be more cars Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or o . ) ) ) ) . of this representation
bridges or any solutons 10 deal with the exising taffc
pr_tl'.;blenl:s ohn Egley _Road. Add::ional homes in Lhet;/vi_(ljer area sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes fbrwa?rd, thtgre is easy
wi make the S|fcuat_|on worse. Houses can not be built access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
without suIFEor(tjlng mfrastructuhre. The road to Worplesdon public transport where feasible.

Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's | No further modification
increased population will result in. There will be more cars Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or o . ) ) . ) . of this representation
bridges or any solutions to deal with the existing traific footpaths {0 sec what can be done t0 adcress the existing situation, Regardg he alocated
pr_ﬁblerzs Ohn Egley .Road' Add::ional homes in E)hebWi.?er area sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes f;)rwf’;?rd, thgre is easy
wil maxe the Slftuat_lon worse. Houses can not be built access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
without suIFEorgng mfrastructuhre. The road to Worplesdon public transport where feasible.

Station will be dangerous as there are no pavements.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's | No further modification
increased population will result in. There will be more cars Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or o o ) ) ) ) ] of this representation
bridges or any solutons 10 deal with the exising taffc
pr.ﬁblerzs Ohn Egley .Road' Add::ional homes in Lhet;m.?er area sitesp, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes f.orwa?rd, thegre is easy
W! make the S|Fuat_|0n worse. Houses can not be built access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
vswthput sgIFEorgng mfrastructuhre. The road to Worplesdon public transport where feasible.

tation will be dangerous as there are no pavements.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure that the None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure requirements has been addressed in the Council's | No further modification
increased population will result in. There will be more cars Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
and traffic. There are no plans to upgrade the roads or o . . ) . ) . of this representation
bridges or any soluions o deal with he existing taffic
pr_ﬁblerln(s ohn Egley _Road. Add::ional homes in Lhel;/vi_(ljer area sites, the Counci:NwiII ensure that any specific schemXIe tlhgt cloumejs fbrwe?rd, tlhgre is easy
will make the S|Fuat_|on worse. Houses can not be built access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
\éwth_out sgIFEorgng mfrastructuhre. The road to Worplesdon public transport where feasible.

tation will be dangerous as there are no pavements.
1686 | Monica lles GB8 WABC states that land available for development is more None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of

Topic Paper. See Section 13.0

is proposed as a result
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Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed

ID DPD Modifications Modifications
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or of this representation
not.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 WABC states that land available for development is more None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or of this representation
not.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 WABC states that land available for development is more None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or of this representation
not.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 WBC states that land available for development is more None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or of this representation
not.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 WBC states that land available for development is more None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership of Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
land has no bearing on whether it should be Green Belt or of this representation
not.

1686 | Monica lles GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
footpaths leading to and away from the station. done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure is proposed as a result

that any specific scheme tha_t comes forwa_rd, there_ is easy access to and within the si_te by all of this representation
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1686 | Monica lles GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
footpaths leading to and away from the station. done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure is proposed as a result

that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all of this representation
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1686 | Monica lles GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
footpaths leading to and away from the station. done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure is proposed as a result

that any specific scheme tha_t comes forwgrd, there_ is easy access to and within the si_te by all of this representation
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1686 | Monica lles GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
footpaths leading to and away from the station. done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure is proposed as a result

that any specific scheme tha_t comes forwa_rd, there_ is easy access to and within the si_te by all of this representation
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1686 | Monica lles GB14 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible with unlit pedestrian None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
footpaths leading to and away from the station. done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure is proposed as a result

that any specific scheme tha_t comes forwgrd, thereT is easy access to and within the si_te by all of this representation
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB12 Brownfield sites or those with lower amenity and visual value | Use brownfield | This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
should be used in preference to these sites. sites or those | Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 is proposed as a result

with lower of this representation
amenity and
visual value.

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB13 Brownfield sites or those with lower amenity and visual value | Use brownfield | This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification

should be used in preference to these sites. sites or those | Section 9.0, 11.0 and 16.0 is proposed as a result
with lower of this representation
amenity and
visual value.

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB12 The Government has stated (through its Business Secretary) | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
that it does not consider that Green Belt land should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9, Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and is proposed as a result
used, or is needed, to meet government housing targets. Section 16.0 of this representation

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB13 The Government has stated (through its Business Secretary) | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
that it does not consider that Green Belt land should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9, Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and is proposed as a result
used, or is needed, to meet government housing targets. Section 16.0 of this representation

1375 | UC, TC Ingram General The Government has stated (through its Business Secretary) | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
that it does not consider that Green Belt land should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, particularly paragraph 1.9, Section 9.0, Section 11.0 and is proposed as a result
used, or is needed, to meet government housing targets. Section 16.0 of this representation

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB12 Roads from Pyrford into West Byfleet,, and towards RHS None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification

Wisley and the A3/M25 are already highly congested at peak
times. The additional houses proposed would worsen this,
along with development along Parvis Road. Any major road

Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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construction between the A3 and Five Ways roundabout
would be disastrous to the local environment.

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB13 Roads from Pyrford into West Byfleet,, and towards RHS None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Wisley and the A3/M25 are already highly congested at peak Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
times. The additional houses proposed would worsen this, of this representation
along with development along Parvis Road. Any major road
construction between the A3 and Five Ways roundabout
would be disastrous to the local environment.

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB12 Objects to the proposal. Believes there is a high value in None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
maintaining open space in one of the most beautiful areas of Topic Paper. See Section 23.0, 21.0, 19.0 and Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Woking. We should not lose the ability to experience this In addition, the Council acknowledges the individual character of Pyrford. This is noted in of this representation
open space walking along Sandy Lane. several Council documents including the Heritage of Woking (2000) and the Woking Character

Study (2010).

1375 | UC, TC Ingram GB13 Objects to the proposal. Believes there is a high value in None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
maintaining open space in one of the most beautiful areas of Topic Paper. See Section 23.0, 21.0, 19.0 and Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Woking. We should not lose the ability to experience this In addition, the Council acknowledges the individual character of Pyrford. This is noted in of this representation
open space walking along Sandy Lane. several Council documents including the Heritage of Woking (2000) and the Woking Character

Study (2010).
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common, a SSSI, used | None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification
Sadia for leisure purposes. Any increase [in the present Traveller intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result
site] would decrease the visual amenity and character of the significant ac_iverse impacts on nea_rby designated _sites that cannot l_)e adequately mitigated by | of this representation
area and increase risk to wildlife due to domestic animals in the_ ke_y requirements _of the allocation. The_ Council ha}s consm_JIte_d with Natural England and no
the area. obqutlon has been .ralsed over the expansion of thg 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 Lancape 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 lancape grounds. The
Lancape Character Assessment is available on the Council’s website.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GBS There is no infrastructure to support the additional housing. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia Egley Road is already very congested at peak times, and no Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
solution is proposed. This will be adversely affected by 550 of this representation
new homes at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park and the
proposed school.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 There is no infrastructure to support the additional housing. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia Egley Road is already very congested at peak times, and no Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
solution is proposed. This will be adversely affected by 550 of this representation
new homes at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park and the
proposed school.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 There is no infrastructure to support the additional housing. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia Egley Road is already very congested at peak times, and no Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
solution is proposed. This will be adversely affected by 550 of this representation
new homes at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park and the
proposed school.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 There is no infrastructure to support the additional housing. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia Egley Road is already very congested at peak times, and no Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
solution is proposed. This will be adversely affected by 550 of this representation
new homes at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park and the
proposed school.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 There is no infrastructure to support the additional housing. None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia Egley Road is already very congested at peak times, and no Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
solution is proposed. This will be adversely affected by 550 of this representation
new homes at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park and the
proposed school.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network with narrow, unlit None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia roads and few pedestrian footpaths. Prey Heath Road will Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result

become dangerous for pedestrians as there are no
pavements.

attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

of this representation
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1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network with narrow, unlit None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia roads and few pedestrian footpaths. Prey Heath Road will Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
become dangerous for pedestrians as there are no attention to thisf ropreaentation regardi.ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
pavements. - . o ;
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network with narrow, unlit None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia roads and few pedestrian footpaths. Prey Heath Road will Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
become dangerous for pedestrians as there are no attention to thisf ropreaentation regardi.ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
pavements. = ) L .
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network with narrow, unlit None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia roads and few pedestrian footpaths. Prey Heath Road will Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
become dangerous for pedestrians as there are no attention to thia ropreaentation regardi‘ng the lack of footpaths to see What can be done to of this representation
avements. address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
P specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 Mayford has a very poor road network with narrow, unlit None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
Sadia roads and few pedestrian footpaths. Prey Heath Road will Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
become dangerous for pedestrians as there are no attention to this_ ropreaentation regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see What can be done to of this representation
avements. address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
P specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water and Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
increase flood risk. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water and Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
increase flood risk. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water and Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
increase flood risk. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water and Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
increase flood risk. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water and Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
increase flood risk. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 Mayford is a key area for rainwater absorption and flood None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water and Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
increase flood risk. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 National Policy states that housing need, including for None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia Traveller sites, does not justify harm to the Green Belt by Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4. is proposed as a result
inappropriate development. Urges you to reconsider the of this representation
plans. Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my
views.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 National Policy states that housing need, including for None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia Traveller sites, does not justify harm to the Green Belt by Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
inappropriate development. Urges you to reconsider the of this representation
plans. Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my
views.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 National Policy states that housing need, including for None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia Traveller sites, does not justify harm to the Green Belt by Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
inappropriate development. Urges you to reconsider the of this representation
plans. Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my
views.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 National Policy states that housing need, including for None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia Traveller sites, does not justify harm to the Green Belt by Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result

inappropriate development. Urges you to reconsider the
plans. Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my
views.

of this representation
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1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 National Policy states that housing need, including for None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia Traveller sites, does not justify harm to the Green Belt by Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
inappropriate development. Urges you to reconsider the of this representation
plans. Happy for the Mayford Village Society to represent my
views.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia applications on this site because they reduce the openness Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, is proposed as a result
of a Green Belt area. particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to of this representation
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.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 Objects to the proposal. Traveller sites are concentrated in None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia Mayford and Brookwood Lye, providing a major contribution Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. With regard to the justification for the development in a Green is proposed as a result
to the Traveller community. There is no justification for Belt location, this_ is addressed in Sections 1.0. and 4.0 (paragraph 4.3) of the Council's Issues | of this representation
further expansion in Mayford. and Matters Topic Paper.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 The GBR was also inconsistent in identifying areas of land None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia not to be considered due to constraints, and then Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
recommending land including those constraints. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 The GBR was also inconsistent in identifying areas of land None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia not to be considered due to constraints, and then Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
recommending land including those constraints. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 The GBR was also inconsistent in identifying areas of land None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia not to be considered due to constraints, and then Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
recommending land including those constraints. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 The GBR was also inconsistent in identifying areas of land None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia not to be considered due to constraints, and then Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
recommending land including those constraints. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 The GBR was also inconsistent in identifying areas of land None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia not to be considered due to constraints, and then Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
recommending land including those constraints. of this representation
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
Sadia of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure i.e. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
medical facilities or restaurants. and services currently offered in the Nelghbo.urhood 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.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
Sadia of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure i.e. shops, mewtably increase the number_ of peopl_e living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
medical facilities or restaurants. 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.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
Sadia of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result

barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure i.e. shops,
medical facilities or restaurants.

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.

of this representation
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1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
Sadia of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure i.e. shops, mevnably increase the number. of peoplg living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation
medical facilities or restaurants. 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.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 The Green Belt Review recommended Mayford on the basis | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
Sadia of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure i.e. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | o this representation
medical facilities or restaurants. 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.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 Public transport is very limited. None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification
Sadia relevant operators and providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational | js proposed as a result
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working of this representation
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 Public transport is very limited. None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification
Sadia relevant operators and providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational | js proposed as a result
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working of this representation
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 Public transport is very limited. None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification
Sadia relevant operators and providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational | is proposed as a result
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working of this representation
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 Public transport is very limited. None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification
Sadia relevant operators and providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational | is proposed as a result
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working of this representation
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 Public transport is very limited. None stated. This is fully acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the No further modification
Sadia relevant operators and providers to see best they can collectively enhance existing operational | is proposed as a result
deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working of this representation
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 There is no consideration to acknowledge or preserve the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia character of Mayford Village, despite its historical Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. In addition, the Council recognises the is proposed as a result
significance, being mentioned in the Domesday Book. We special charactgr of Mayford. Co_re_ Str_ategy Policy CS6: Green Belt speuﬂcally hlghllght_s thaf[ of this representation
don't want to be another suburb of Woking. The primary development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential
. . . character of the village and Green Belt.
purpose of the Green Belt is to reduce the risk of Woking and
Guildford merging.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB8 There is no consideration to acknowledge or preserve the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia character of Mayford Village, despite its historical Topic Paper. See Sections 12.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result

significance, being mentioned in the Domesday Book. We
don't want to be another suburb of Woking. The primary
purpose of the Green Belt is to reduce the risk of Woking and
Guildford merging.

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.

of this representation
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1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 There is no consideration to acknowledge or preserve the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia character of Mayford Village, despite its historical Topic Paper. See Sections 12.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result
significance, being mentioned in the Domesday Book. We N ) ) ) ) of this representation
don't want to be another suburb of Woking. The primary In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6:
. s . Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an
gtri?(;i?dorf‘ntgrziﬁ;een Belt is to reduce the risk of Woking and unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 There is no consideration to acknowledge or preserve the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia character of Mayford Village, despite its historical Topic Paper. See Sections 12.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result
significance, being mentioned in the Domesday Book. We N ) ) ) ) of this representation
don't want to be another suburb of Woking. The primary 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
glilri?(;z?do:ntgrziﬁéeen Beltis to reduce the risk of Woking and unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 There is no consideration to acknowledge or preserve the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia character of Mayford Village, despite its historical Topic Paper. See Sections 12.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result
significance, being mentioned in the Domesday Book. We - ) _ _ _ of this representation
don't want to be another suburb of Woking. The primary In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6:
. s . Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an
gtijriﬁ)(;%?do:ntg:;iﬁ;een Belt is to reduce the risk of Woking and unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 Travellers sites should have access to local facilities but the None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local No further modification
Sadia site does not, and Mayford as a whole lack them. shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre is proposed as a result
which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley of this representation
Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of
retail/community development to enhance 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.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 Loves the village due to it being a semi-rural haven, which None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
Sadia buffers two large towns and stops them melding together. Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
The proposed housing will fill in the green spaces between ) ) . ) . of this representation
Mayford and Woking. Values the heaths and green spaces 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
%Iqrdoﬁ:e(frilrg:g% gf d?&iﬁg 32:;a(zifopr)lasramount Importance protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GBS Loves the village due to it being a semi-rural haven, which None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
Sadia buffers two large towns and stops them melding together. Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
The proposed housing will fill in the green spaces between ] ) ) ) ) of this representation
H IS recognise a € Separaton pbetween VWOKINng an ayrtord wi e redauced as a resuit o
Mayford and Woking. Values the heaths and green spaces l}we proposal Iﬂ;\r/]vetvtgr the identtity zka)n(; charz;thels of Man(';/lrd vailldnot ng unddermiged asitis et
%nrdoﬂr’esr?ilr(\j/;re]% 2:? d?l:i?rr; gzgé?a(:;to%asramount Importance protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB9 Loves the village due to it being a semi-rural haven, which None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia buffers two large towns and stops them melding together. Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
The proposed housing will fill in the green spaces between _ ) _ ) _ of this representation
Mayford and Woking. Values the heaths and green spaces 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
z)r:doﬁiesﬁlrg:g% g]ne d(?l;?uerg gzlr:elia(:;‘oaasramount importance protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB10 Loves the village due to it being a semi-rural haven, which None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia buffers two large towns and stops them melding together. Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
The proposed housing will fill in the green spaces between _ _ _ ) _ of this representation
; IS recognise a € separation between VWoKing an ayrtord wi e reduced as aresuit o
Mayford and Woking. Values the heaths and green spaces lLe proposal I(-jlér\/]vet\;[gr the identtity :n(;m(l:har:é{[elr( of Magfc')vrld v]:/illiot Itlag unddermiged asitis ot
%nrdoﬂ:esrﬁlr(\j/;re]a g:ne dc;l:iig gzlr:é?a?ifoﬁ)]asramoum Importance protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB11 Loves the village due to it being a semi-rural haven, which None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia buffers two large towns and stops them melding together. Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
The proposed housing will fill in the green spaces between _ ) , ) , of this representation
; is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result o
Mayford and Woking. Values the heaths and green spaces &e proposal I(—j|ct)Cvetvt2r the identtity :nél charavéltelr( of Ma;lfg/lrd vt/illiot lllog und?ermiged asitis ot
%}doﬂrre;ﬁlrg:r;% :]ne d(?l:tel?rr; ggge'?a(goazramoum importance protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB14 Loves the village due to it being a semi-rural haven, which None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Sadia buffers two large towns and stops them melding together. Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result

The proposed housing will fill in the green spaces between

of this representation
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Mayford and Woking. Values the heaths and green spaces
and preserving the Green Belt is of paramount importance
for our children and future generations.

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.

1471

Harris,
Sadia

Irfan

GB8

Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths due to
proximity of development.

None stated.

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity
features that could not be addressed.

Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess
and address any site specific ecological issues.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to
approval of the development.

None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM).

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1471

Harris,
Sadia

Irfan

GB9

Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths due to
proximity of development.

None stated.

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity
features that could not be addressed.

Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess
and address any site specific ecological issues.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to
approval of the development.

None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM).

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1471

Harris,
Sadia

Irfan

GB10

Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths due to
proximity of development.

None stated.

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity
features that could not be addressed.

Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess
and address any site specific ecological issues.

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).

1471

Harris,
Sadia

Irfan

GB11

Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths due to
proximity of development.

None stated.

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity
features that could not be addressed.

Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess
and address any site specific ecological issues.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to
approval of the development.

None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust
policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development
avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM).

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1471

Harris,
Sadia

Irfan

GB14

Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will
be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths due to
proximity of development.

None stated.

During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife
Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites and
wider area. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or
Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. Overall the preferred sites did not
raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity
features that could not be addressed.

Nevertheless this site will require a detailed ecological survey as a key requirement to assess
and address any site specific ecological issues.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors
and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and
nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity
organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning
application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to
provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.
This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to
approval of the development.

None of the proposed allocated sites are within 400m of the SPAs. The Council has robust

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

25



Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed
ID DPD Modifications Modifications
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).
1471 | Harris, Irfan GB7 Wildlife in developed areas will be wiped out and there will None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification
Sadia be increased risk to wildlife in our protected heaths due to intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result

proximity of development.

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 Lancape 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 lancape grounds. The
Lancape 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 lancape 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
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