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1136

Tony

Jackman

GB12

Inevitable change to village atmosphere.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the
Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the
proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the
general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out
in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of
Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the
Council’'s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council
has assessed the sensitivity of the lancape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the
lancape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB13

Inevitable change to village atmosphere.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the
Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the
proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the
general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out
in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of
Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the
Council’'s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council
has assessed the sensitivity of the lancape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the
lancape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB12

Inevitable increase in traffic, extension and widening of
existing roads, and increase in public transport.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms. As part of Transport for
Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers to see how best they
can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the
increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties such as Network Rail,
Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the
necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core
Strategy.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB13

Inevitable increase in traffic, extension and widening of
existing roads, and increase in public transport.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB12

Inevitable loss of existing ancient hedgerows and paths.

None stated.

It is expected that any ancient hedgerow and paths that is worth protecting will be protected.
The Council has robust policies in the Core Strategy and the emerging Development
Management Policies DPD to protect ancient hedgerows and paths.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1136

Tony

Jackman

GB13

Inevitable loss of existing ancient hedgerows and paths.

None stated.

The Core Strategy and the emerging Development Management Policies DPD contains robust
policies to protect ancient hedgerows and paths that are worth protecting.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB12

Inevitable stress on resources: schools, medical centre,
shopping facilities.

None stated.

The general approach to infrastructure provision to serve the proposals, including schools is
comprehensively addressed by Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB13

Inevitable stress on resources: schools, medical centre,
shopping facilities.

None stated.

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals is comprehensively
addressed in Section 3 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The Council has
carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the Green Belt will not
be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the proposals will have
significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the general character of the
area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out in Section of the
Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to
meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and
Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council has assessed the
sensitivity of the lancape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the lancape character of
the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is addressed in detail in Section
7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. Overall, the development will be sustainable as it is
expected to be supported by necessary infrastructure.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB12

Oppose the plan for 400+ new homes on grounds of loss of
Green Belt land.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the
Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the
proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the
general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out
in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of
Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the
Council’'s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council
has assessed the sensitivity of the lancape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the
lancape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’'s evidence suggests that the
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB13

Oppose the plan for 400+ new homes on grounds of loss of
Green Belt land.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a range of studies to demonstrate that the overall purpose of the
Green Belt will not be undermined by the proposal. Consequently, it is not envisaged that the
proposals will have significant adverse impacts on the quality of life of people and/or the
general character of the area. Details of the range of studies used to inform the DPD is set out
in Section 8 of the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. The justification for the release of
Green Belt land to meet future development needs is comprehensively addressed by the
Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. In particular, the Council
has assessed the sensitivity of the lancape to accommodate the proposals. It is satisfied the
lancape character of the area will not be significantly affected. This particular issue is
addressed in detail in Section 7 of the Issues and Matter Topic Paper. The sites have been
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt to make sure that the proposals do not
undermine the overall purpose of the Green Belt. As set out in detail in Sections 19 and 23 of
the Council’s Issues and Matter Topic Paper, the Council’s evidence suggests that the
character and the heritage assets of the area will not be significantly affected.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB12

What is the present decision on development of Wisley
Airfield? An area relatively remote from existing housing.

None stated.

The Wisley Airfield has been identified in the Guildford draft Local Plan for a mixed use
development to help meet their developments needs. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the
Council will work with Guildford Borough Council to make sure that the development impacts of
the proposal that has cross boundary implications are fully assessed and appropriate mitigation
put in place to address any adverse impacts.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1136

Tony

Jackman

GB13

What is the present decision on development of Wisley
Airfield? An area relatively remote from existing housing.

None stated.

The Wisley Airfield has been identified in the Guildford draft Local Plan for a mixed use
development to help meet their developments needs. Under the Duty to Cooperate, the
Council will work with Guildford Borough Council to make sure that the development impacts of
the site are fully assessed and appropriate measures put in place to address any adverse
impacts.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1351

Robin

Jackson

GB12

Object to development in Pyrford, which will cause
horrendous traffic congestion

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

1351

Robin

Jackson

GB13

Object to development in Pyrford, which will cause
horrendous traffic congestion

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1099

Tony

Jacob

GB12

Little evidence about the impact of plans on infrastructure.
Roads are already dangerously congested, especially with
the school run. There are more practical options that would
be cheaper, less impactful environmentally and would better
use existing infrastructure.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.

As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area.

1099

Tony

Jacob

GB13

Little evidence about the impact of plans on infrastructure.
Roads are already dangerously congested, especially with
the school run. There are more practical options that would
be cheaper, less impactful environmentally and would better
use existing infrastructure.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1
and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way
that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the
Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.

As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area. The
Council has relied on a range of evidence to inform the DPD. Collectively, they support and
justifies the allocation of the proposed sites. Having considered all other known alternative
sites, the proposals in the DPD are the most sustainable when compared against the
reasonable alternatives considered by the Council.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1099

Tony

Jacob

GB13

I am concerned that the plans will destroy the Green Belt and
local biodiversity corridors, an essential part of our
community and why | chose to live here.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. During
the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust
and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. Overall
the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England
based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is committed to conserving and protecting
existing biodiversity assets within the Borough. Outside of designated important sites and
habitats, the Council will encourage new development to make positive contribution to
biodiversity through the creation of green spaces and the creation of linkages between sites to
create a local and regional biodiversity network of wildlife corridors and green infrastructure.
This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and nature conservation. In
addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity organisations including
Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning application stage as well
as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to provide information on
species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the
effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to approval of the
development.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1099

Tony

Jacob

GB12

| am concerned that the plans will destroy the Green Belt and
local biodiversity corridors, an essential part of our
community and why | chose to live here.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The
proposals are underpinned by an assessment of the lancape implications for developing the
sites. The Council is satisfied that the lancape character and setting of the area will not be
undermined as a result of the proposals. this matter is clarified in detail in the Council's Issues
and Matters Topic Paper, Section 7. The overall character and heritage assets of the area will
also not be significantly undermined. These are addressed in detail in Sections 23 and 19 of
the Issues and Matters Topic Paper. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the
Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity
value of each of the proposed sites. Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from
Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural England based on existing biodiversity features. The Council is
committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the Borough.
Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a local and regional biodiversity network of
wildlife corridors and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7:
Biodiversity and nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the
relevant biodiversity organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during
the detailed planning application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior
assessments of the site to provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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specific Key Requirements. This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any
ific Key Requi This will he effecti id d/ itigati f
adverse effects prior to approval of the development.

1100 | Elizabeth | Jacques Jones | GB12 | agree we need more housing BUT infrastructure cannot None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is No further modification
cope. Parking, schools, doctors etc. already over stretched. comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 | s proposed as a result
Traffic often grid-locked, especially at school drop off/pick up. and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site of this representation
Development needs much more careful planning Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way

. ’ that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the
Infrastructure needs sorting before development . .
- . Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.

commences. Traffic and parking would be horrendous. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area.

1100 | Elizabeth | Jacques Jones | GB13 | agree we need more housing BUT infrastructure cannot None stated. The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is | No further modification
cope. Parking, schools, doctors etc. already over stretched. comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1 | js proposed as a result
Traffic often grid-locked, especially at school drop off/pick up. and 2. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site of this representation
Development needs much more careful planning Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). The way

. ' that the traffic impacts of the proposals are assessed is comprehensively addressed in the
Infrastructure needs sorting before development . .
- . Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 20.

commences. Traffic and parking would be horrendous. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable
standards of provision in the area. Based on the evidence, the Council is satisfied that the
proposals can be development without significantly undermining the character of the area. The
Council has relied on a range of evidence to inform the DPD. Collectively, they support and
justifies the allocation of the proposed sites.

196 | P Jagger GB10 None stated. The justificgtion for the r_elease of Green Belt land f_or development is _comprehensively No further modification
National policy allows for release of Green Belt land only in addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The is proposed as a result
exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy requires 550 Council has carried out a lancape assessment and lancape sensitivity for the sites to of this representation
homes from Green Belt 2022-2027 but Woking Borough accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the lancape assets of

. . g . - the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and
fgggﬂl has gonﬁ furth_erdbgolgsnztg)é/llggv\sll;[ﬁs for an ?)dd'tlonal Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation
] omes in the perio - : _' el m_ay e between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues
sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional circumstances and Matters Topic Paper. The necessity to safeguard land to meet future development is
rule still applies and this has not been demonstrated for the comprehensively addressed the Issues and Matter Topic Paper Section 2.
development post 2027.

196 | P Jagger GB11 None stated. The justification for the r_elease of Green Belt land f_or development is (_:omprehensively No further modification
National policy allows for release of Green Belt land only in addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The is proposed as a result
exceptional circumstances. The Core Strategy requires 550 Count_:ll s Ju§t|f|cat|on for sa_feguar(_jlng land to meet development neeqls between 2027 and of this representation
homes from Green Belt 2022-2027 but Woking Borough 2040 is particularly set out in Section 2 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper.

Council has gone further by identifying sites for an additional
1200 homes in the period 2027-2040. While it may be
sensible to look further ahead, the exceptional circumstances
rule still applies and this has not been demonstrated for the
development post 2027.
196 | P Jagger GB10 Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification

heavily congested at rush hour and will be not unable to
cope with the additional traffic.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of
retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community
development will meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore help to reduce the
need to travel by car.

In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary school and
leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'. The provision
of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.

As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and
providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in
public transport service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working
with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure
that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet
the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes
that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst
this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over
subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet
projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see
how well provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable
standards of provision in the area.

196

Jagger

GB11

Local transport infrastructure, particularly Egley Road, is
heavily congested at rush hour and will be not unable to
cope with the additional traffic.

None stated.

The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site
Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition,
all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works
to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic uses
of the sites, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will be fully assessed as part
of any planning application and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address
any adverse impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the
site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the lancape setting
of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make
sure the development of the sites are sustainable. The representation about lack of buses in
the area is acknowledged. As part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the
relevant operators and providers to see how best they can collectively enhance existing
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand that will result from
the development on the back of the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is also working with
interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that
there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the
projected demand. Section 20 of the Issues and Matters Topic Paper addresses how the
transport implications of the proposals are assessed and/or will be addressed. Whilst the
Council acknowledges that the development in the area will require traffic mitigation measures,
this can be addressed as part of the planning application process. The key requirements of the
proposals requests for detailed transport assessment to be carried out to inform any planning
application for the development of the site. The Council will work with the County Council to
make sure that this is carried to the required standards and any adverse impacts mitigated

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

196

Jagger

GB10

The proposed housing densities are significantly higher than
the average density of Hook Heath and there is no
justification for this.

None stated.

Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site. The
Council is satisfied that satisfactory access arrangement can be achieved for all the sites and
these are specified in some of the key requirements of the proposals.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

196

Jagger

GB11

The proposed housing density of 30dph for GB10 and GB11
are excessive to the average density of 5.5dph in Hook
Heath and Fisher Hill Conservation Area.

None stated.

Whilst the Council thinks that the proposed densities are broadly appropriate, it has always
said that they are indicative and that actual densities will be determined on a case by case
basis depending on the merits of individual proposals and the characteristics of the site.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

196

Jagger

GB10

We wish to voice our disapproval of the proposed release of
Green Belt land. Hook Heath residents value the open land
close by. The purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent urban
sprawl and maintain open spaces between towns and
villages; the proposals would do the opposite.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The
Council has carried out a lancape assessment and lancape sensitivity for the sites to
accommodate change. The site can be developed without undermining the lancape assets of
the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation
between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues
and Matters Topic Paper.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

196

Jagger

GBl11

We wish to voice our disapproval of the proposed release of
Green Belt land. Hook Heath residents value the open land
close by. The purpose of the Green Belt is to prevent urban
sprawl and maintain open spaces between towns and
villages; the proposals would do the opposite.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land for development is comprehensively
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1, 2 and 4. The
Council has carried out a lancape assessment and lancape sensitivity for the sites to
accommodate change. The sites can be developed without undermining the lancape assets of
the area. This particular issue is comprehensively covered in Section 7 of the Issues and
Matters Topic Paper. The allocation of the sites will not also undermine the physical separation

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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between Woking and Guildford. This matter has been addressed in Section 12 of the Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. It is not envisaged that based on the evidence the character of the
area will be significantly undermined.

704

Linh

James

GB4

Objects to Green Belt development. Flood risk will increase.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 5.0.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

704

Linh

James

GBS

Objects to Green Belt development. Flood risk will increase.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 5.0.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

704

Linh

James

GB4

Parvis Road will be severely affected

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6.

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

704

Linh

James

GB5

Parvis Road will be severely affected

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6.

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

704

Linh

James

GB4

The proposal would remove most of Byfleet's Green Belt
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains.

None stated.

The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

704

Linh

James

GBS

The proposal would remove most of Byfleet's Green Belt
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains.

None stated.

The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

General

The borough is already over populated and developed. Local
infrastructures are over capacity and further development will
make the situation worse.

None stated.

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

As part of the future review of the IDP, the Council will work with utility service providers to
make sure that supply keeps up with demand.

In addition, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP
provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted
that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed.
Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to
work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the
proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

Surrey County Council is the main provider of Education in the area. It provided detailed
assessment of education needs to support the Core Strategy. It is satisfied that the
combination of expanding capacity at existing schools and the allocation of the specific site for
a secondary school in the DPD will meet the education needs of the area. In addition, there is
the likelihood of further education provision coming forward on the back of the Government’s
free school initiative if the need can be justified.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

GB4

The road network is already at capacity and further
development will make the situation worse.

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

1048

Stuart

James

GBS

The road network is already at capacity and further
development will make the situation worse.

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

GB4

Byfleet does not have any medical facilities. The schools are
at capacity and further development will make the situation
worse.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

GB5

Byfleet does not have any medical facilities. The schools are
at capacity and further development will make the situation
worse.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.8.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1048

Stuart

James

GB15

The road network is already at capacity and further
development will result in more cars and make the situation
worse.

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

GB16

The road network is already at capacity and further
development will result in more cars and make the situation
worse.

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto the
A245. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access
to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be informed by a
Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

GB4

Object to development on Green Belt.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.9.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1048

Stuart

James

GB5

Object to development on Green Belt.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.9.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

10
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1048 | Stuart James GB4 The proposed development area is a flood plain. Drainage None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
will not cope with the development. Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 and Section 5.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

1048 | Stuart James GB5 The proposed development area is a flood plain. Drainage None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
will not cope with the development. Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 and Section 5.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

1048 | Stuart James GB4 Questions why the short term housing requirement of 500+ None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread | No further modification
dwellings is only being met in the Byfleet and West Byfleet across Fhe Borough. This could not be achieved because.of the uneven distribution of. is proposed as a result
war. The process of meeting future housing requirements cons.tralnts and the need to mgke sure that development is dlrgcted to thg most sustainable of this representation
should be reviewed and looked at from a County, not Iocatlops when compared against all other rgasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Borough level Councn.hasf to make sure that any ]and that is reIea;ed from.the Green Belt does not .

) undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

1048 | Stuart James GB5 Questions why the short term housing requirement of 500+ None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread | No further modification
dwellings is only being met in the Byfleet and West Byfleet across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of is proposed as a result
war. The process of meeting future housing requirements constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable of this representation
should be reviewed and looked at from a County, not Iocatlo_ns when compared against all other rgasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Borough level Councnlhas. to make sure that any ]and that is relea§ed from.the Green Belt does not .

) undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

1048 | Stuart James GB15 Questions why the short term housing requirement of 500+ None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread | No further modification
dwellings is only being met in the Byfleet and West Byfleet across Fhe Borough. This could not be achieved because_of t_he uneven distribution of_ is proposed as a result
war. The process of meeting future housing requirements cons_tralnts and the need to mgke sure that development is dlrgcted to the_ most sustainable of this representation
should be reviewed and looked at from a County, not Iocatlo_ns when compared against all other re_asonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Borough level Councn_has_ to make sure that any !and t_hat is reIea;ed from_the Green Belt does not .

) undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

1048 | Stuart James GB16 Questions why the short term housing requirement of 500+ None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread | No further modification
dwellings is only being met in the Byfleet and West Byfleet across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of is proposed as a result
war. The process of meeting future housing requirements constraints and the need to mf_:lke sure that development is dlrt_acted to the_ most sustainable of this representation
should be reviewed and looked at from a County, not Iocatlo_ns when compared against all other re_asonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Borough level Councn_has_ to make sure that any _Iand t_hat is releaged from_the Green Belt does not _

) undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation are in sustainable locations and can be released for development
without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt.

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

1048 | Stuart James General Questions why the Council are proposing Green Belt None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development when the Communities Secretary has stated Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, in particular paragraph 1.9. is proposed as a result
the is no need to develop on Green Belt to meet housing of this representation
demand.

1450 | Keiron James General Allocation of housing need should be driven at a county not None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for No further modification

borough level, and the whole process needs urgent review
and questioning as to how the figures were made.

safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. In terms of
capacity with regard to supporting infrastructure please refer to Section 3.0 of this paper.

is proposed as a result
of this representation

11
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1450 | Keiron James General The borough is already over populated and developed and None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, No further modification
local infrastructure cannot cope with the proposals. Stop Section 3.0. Ir! addition, on health §grvices the Infrastructure DeI.ivery Plan notes th&llt at o is proposed as a result
destroying our communities, creating urban spill and present th.e(e is adequate GP provision tp meet overall dema.nd in the Borough. Whilst tljlg is of this representation
destroying our Green Belt. the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription

that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of
provision in the area. The Core Strategy Policy CS16: Infrastructure Delivery outlines the
Council's approach with regard to the timing of infrastructure.

1450 | Keiron James GB4 The sites do not have appropriate infrastructure. Roads are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, No further modification
already very congested and unsuitable to cope with Section 3.0. In addition, on health services the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at is proposed as a result
additional traffic. Schools and medical facilities in the areas present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is - of this representation
cannot meet current demand, and will not cope with the the case, it is also accepted that_there n_‘l!ght be locally spet_:lf_lc pressures of over s_ubscrlptlon
additional population from thése developments that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected

) demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of
provision in the area. The Core Strategy Policy CS16: Infrastructure Delivery outlines the
Council's approach with regard to the timing of infrastructure.

1450 | Keiron James GB5 The sites do not have appropriate infrastructure. Roads are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, No further modification
already very congested and unsuitable to cope with Section 3.0. In addition, on health services the Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at is proposed as a result
additional traffic. Schools and medical facilities in the areas present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is | of this representation
cannot meet current demand, and will not cope with the the case, it is also accepted that_there n_1!ght be locally speqlf_lc pressures of over s_ubscrlptlon
additional population from thése developments that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected

) demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of
provision in the area. The Core Strategy Policy CS16: Infrastructure Delivery outlines the
Council's approach with regard to the timing of infrastructure.

1450 | Keiron James GB4 Byfleet and New Haw railway bridge needs to be made to None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
take two lanes of traffic, which would have a massive impact Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
on traffic flow in Byfleet and West Byfleet. of this representation

1450 | Keiron James GB5 Byfleet and New Haw railway bridge needs to be made to None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
take two lanes of traffic, which would have a massive impact Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
on traffic flow in Byfleet and West Byfleet. of this representation

1450 | Keiron James GB15 Objects to the West Byfleet development, encompassing 742 | None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
houses. Asks why WBC's short term delivery target of 500+ Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council accepts that the proposed is proposed as a result
houses must be met only in our area. allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough, although it is not of this representation

true that West Byfleet is the only place that development is proposed (the majority is being
delivered in Woking town centre). An even spread of development could not be achieved
because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to make sure that development
is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared against all other reasonable
alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that any land that is released from
the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. To clarify, the Site
Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of West
Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to provide open
space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt
lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha).

1450 | Keiron James GB516 Objects to the West Byfleet development, encompassing 742 | None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
houses. Asks why WBC's short term delivery target of 500+ Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council accepts that the proposed is proposed as a result
houses must be met only in our area. allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough, although it is not of this representation

true that West Byfleet is the only place that development is proposed (the majority is being
delivered in Woking town centre). An even spread of development could not be achieved
because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to make sure that development
is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared against all other reasonable
alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that any land that is released from
the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. To clarify, the Site
Allocations DPD proposes to remove 43.5% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of West
Byfleet. Excluding site GB23 which will not be developed and will continue to provide open
space and sports provision for the Junior and Infant schools, the total amount of Green Belt
lost for development in West Byfleet is 37.8% (45ha).

1450 | Keiron James GB4 Writing to complain about the proposed destruction of None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in | No further modification

Byfleet's Green Belt, which is unacceptable. The land is on
Byfleet's flood plain.

the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood
incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with
relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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ID DPD Modifications Modifications

1450 | Keiron James GB5 Writing to complain about the proposed destruction of None stated. The Council attaches great importance to Flood Risk and this is comprehensively addressed in | No further modification
Byfleet's Green Belt, which is unacceptable. The land is on the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section 5.0. The Council is aware of the flood is proposed as a result
Byfleet's flood plain. incidents in the Byfleet area and can advise that the Environment Agency are working with of this representation

relevant partners to develop future Flood Alleviation Schemes along the River Wey (including
around Byfleet) in order to reduce flood risk to local communities.

1450 | Keiron James General WBC need to question the Conservative Party about how the | None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for No further modification
figure of 5000 houses are needed in a borough already safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively is proposed as a result
oversaturated through over development, which doesn't have addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. In terms of | of this representation
capacity to deliver without eroding the precious Green Belt. capacity with regard to supporting infrastructure please refer to Section 3.0 of this paper.

1450 | Keiron James GB4 Asks why WBC's short term delivery target of 500+ houses None stated. This is not the case, and as the draft Site Allocations DPD shows, housing delivery is No further modification
must be met only in our area. distributed around the Borough over the Plan period. The majority is allocated within Woking is proposed as a result

Town Centre. However, the Council accepts that while there is a distribution of allocated sites, of this representation
development is not evenly spread across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of
the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed
to the most sustainable locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives.
More importantly, the Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green
Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that
the sites proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

1450 | Keiron James GB5 Asks why WBC's short term delivery target of 500+ houses None stated. This is not the case, and as the draft Site Allocations DPD shows, housing delivery is No further modification

must be met only in our area. distributed around the Borough over the Plan period. The majority is allocated within Woking is proposed as a result
Town Centre. However, the Council accepts that while there is a distribution of allocated sites, | of this representation
development is not evenly spread across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of
the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed
to the most sustainable locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives.
More importantly, the Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green
Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that
the sites proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

1240 | Sue Janota GB14 There is a known Roman Road projected to run through the In line with Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement
site. CS20, the site | is setoutin Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of to undertake an
In line with CS20, the site is greater than 0.4 ha and as such | is greater than | relevantsites. archaeological
an archaeological evaluation and investigation will be 0.4 ha and as assessment to
necessary such an determine the

archaeological archaeological potential
evaluation and of the site

investigation

will be

necessary

1240 | Sue Janota GB10 Concerns raised regarding a lack of a continuous footway on | Issues The comments are helpful and the Council has addressed these in the key requirements No further modification
the north side of Saunders Lane. regarding throu_gh earlier consultation with the County Council. Detail measures will u_Itirr_la_ter be_ is proposed as a result
Hook Hill Lane is largely unsuitable for vehicular access to | vehicular and | considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. of this representation
the development site, it is narrow, unlit, with no footways. pedestrian
Vehicular site access from Smarts Heath Road is very accessibility
difficult due to the proximity of the Saunders Lane junction need to be
and railway bridge. addressed

1240 | Sue Janota General It is important that the cumulative impacts and localised None stated. This is noted, the Council believes this has been comprehensively addressed No further modification
access needs are considered and addressed. is proposed as a result

of this representation

1240 | Sue Janota General Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | No further modification
CS20 is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of is proposed as a result

relevant sites. of this representation

1240 | Sue Janota UA23 There are entries listed on the Historic Environment Record None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement

for UA23

is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of
relevant sites.

to undertake an
archaeological
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ID DPD Modifications Modifications
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site

1240 | Sue Janota General It would be helpful to mention at the start of the document Insert text Whilst the Council accepts the importance of the County Council's role as Statutory Consultee | No further modification
that the county council is now a statutory consultee on about the regarding surface water drainage and Su. The Council believes that Su and surface water has is proposed as a result
surface water drainage and Su on major development, and various been adequately covered in the DPD, where the provision of Su is a Key Requirement for each | of this representation
that any flood alleviation/defence schemes must support the roles/responsi of the §|tes proposed. I?Iease also see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper Section

S - . . . 5.0 which comprehensively address the matter.
priorities and objectives of Surrey's Flood Risk Management | bilities of SCC.
Strategy. . . . . The Council also has a Su advice note which sets out the requirements in full, the advice note
More detailed comments on specific policies in the draft Site was prepared in conjunction with Surrey County Council.
Allocations document are set out in the attached annex.

1240 | Sue Janota GB10 Access to a local bus service from sites GB10 and GB11 is Examine in The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
in excess of the recommended maximum. ‘walk to the bus detail the bus | proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
stop' distance. There is a need to examine this issue in more | service with ultimately be considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation
detail with Surrey County Council’'s Passenger Transport Surrey County | ndividual sites.

Group before the allocations are confirmed. Council’'s
Passenger
Consideration needed in relation to Smarts Heath Road Transport
railway bridge. Background traffic growth may use up any Group before
spare capacity before the site comes forward. This should be | the allocations
carefully monitored and necessary measures implemented are confirmed.
Traffic on
Smarts Heath
Road railway
bridge should
be closely
monitored and
if traffic
exceeds
capacity
measures
should be
implemented.

1240 | Sue Janota GB11 Access to a local bus service from sites GB10 and GB11 is Examine in The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
in excess of the recommended maximum. 'walk to the bus detail the bus | proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
stop' distance. There is a need to examine this issue in more | service with ultimately be considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation
detail with Surrey County Council’s Passenger Transport Surrey County | ndividual sites.

Group before the allocations are confirmed. Council’s
Passenger
Consideration needed in relation to Smarts Heath Road Transport
railway bridge. Background traffic growth may use up any Group before
spare capacity before the site comes forward. This should be | the allocations
carefully monitored and necessary measures implemented are confirmed.
Traffic on
Smarts Heath
Road railway
bridge should
be closely
monitored and
if traffic
exceeds
capacity
measures
should be
implemented.
1240 | Sue Janota GB12 Both the section of Upshott Lane and all of Pyrford Common | None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement

Road have no footways and are unlit, giving poor non-car

part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites.

that the site is within an
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Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed

ID DPD Modifications Modifications
facilities for south and westbound travel. Pedestrian and road Area of High
crossing facilities will be needed for site occupiers to access Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all site is set out in Core Strategy | Archaeological
the existing pedestrian facilities on Coldharbour Road. policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement. Potential and therefore
Pedestrian and road crossing facilities will be needed for site proposals will need to
occupiers to access local bus services, which are currently submit an
limited to 1/hour in each direction. archaeological

assessment
In terms of heritage, both Proposal sites are located within
an Area of High Archaeological Potential, although this is
currently under review. Both sites are over 0.4ha and will
need to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.

1240 | Sue Janota GB13 Both the section of Upshott Lane and all of Pyrford Common | None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
Road have no footways and are unlit, giving poor non-car part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. that the site is within an
facilities for south and westbound travel. Pedestrian and road _ _ _ o _ Area of High
crossing facilities will be needed for site occupiers to access Wh_llst the requirement f(_)r an archae_ologlcal assessment for all site is set out in Core Strategy Archaeological
the existing pedestrian facilities on Coldharbour Road. policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement. Potential and therefore
Pedestrian and road crossing facilities will be needed for site proposals will need to
occupiers to access local bus services, which are currently submit an
limited to 1/hour in each direction. archaeological

assessment
In terms of heritage, both Proposal sites are located within
an Area of High Archaeological Potential, although this is
currently under review. Both sites are over 0.4ha and will
need to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.

1240 | Sue Janota GB20 Access to the stated SANG car park only seems feasible None stated. The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
from the private road between the High Street and the proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
developed Mill. ylgm%telyl/ b_(te considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation

Individual sites.

1240 | Sue Janota GB21 Access to the stated SANG car park only seems feasible None stated. The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
from the private road between the High Street and the proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
developed Mill. _ulgim%telyl/ b_(te considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation

Indaividual Sites.

1240 | Sue Janota UA27 No principle transport objections however depending on the None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as No further modification
scale of development the adequacy of the local road part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. is proposed as a result
infrastructure may need to be reviewed. of this representation

1240 | Sue Janota UA26 No principle transport objections however depending on the None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
scale of development the adequacy of the local road part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an
infrastructure may need to be reviewed. ) ] ] ) archaeological

Whl|st the_ requirement for an archaeologlcal assessment for aII_ sites greater than_0.4 hectares assessment to
Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of determine the
CS20 relevant sites. archaeological potential
of the site

1240 | Sue Janota UA29 No principle transport objections however, works may be None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as No further modification
needed to improve the estate junctions with the A320. part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. is proposed as a result

of this representation

1240 | Sue Janota UA28 No principle transport objections however, works may be None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
needed to improve the estate junctions with the A320. part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an

Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares archaeological
gléezsoover 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with is set out i_n Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of 3:;?]{2:?;;0
relevant sites. archaeological potential
of the site
1240 | Sue Janota GB1 The site is over 0.4ha and will need to be assessed under None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement

Core Strategy Policy CS20. There may be a possible Roman
Road running through the site.

is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of
relevant sites.

to undertake an
archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site
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1240 | Sue Janota GB11 Concerns raised regarding a lack of a continuous footway on | Issues The comments are helpful and the Council has addressed these in the key requirements No further modification
the north side of Saunders Lane. regarding through earlier consultation with the County Council. Detail measures will ultimately be is proposed as a result

vehicular and considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. of this representation
Footway, street lighting and pedestrian crossing pedestrian
improvements will be required. accessibility

need to be

addressed and

improvements

made

1240 | Sue Janota GB14 Hook Hill Lane is narrow, mostly unlit, has no footways / Access The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
pedestrian facilities, has steep gradients on its northern requirements part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an
sections and has a very substandard bridge over the railway | will need to be _ _ _ _ archaeological
line. The site is poorly accessible by public buses. Access taken into WhI|St the_ requirement for an _archaeologlcal assessment for aII_ sites greater than_0.4 hectares assessment to
requirements will need to be taken into account in account in 'rselséi;?::ts'i?egore Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of determine the
determining the specific form of green infrastructure land use | determining ' archaeological potential
of the site. the specific of the site

form of green
infrastructure
land use of the
site.

1240 | Sue Janota GB15 Significant A245 site access junction is likely to be needed to | None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
provide vehicular access to the site and further off-site part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an
highway improvements may be necessary on the A245. _ _ _ _ archaeological
There is a need to address the lack of pedestrian and cycle Whllst the. requirement for an grchaeologlcal assessment for al[ sites greater than.0.4 hectares assessment to
infragtructure on the sc_)uth sidg of the A245 and to.provide Irselsé?/:r)]Ltjtsli?egore Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of determine t_he |
new/improved pedestrian/cyclist north-south crossing archaeological potential
facilities over the A245 to enable access to the existing The Key Requirements notes that the site is within the Surrey Minerals Plan as a safeguarded | Of the site
urban area / local destinations. Bus stops should be located site and requires opportunities for prior extraction should be fully investigated.
close to the A245 site frontage and the site layout / design
should provide as direct as possible a route from the houses
to those stops. There are no in principle transport objections
to the proposed land use subject to the above provisos and
requirements and these are reflected in the policy.

In terms of heritage, there are entries listed on the Historic
Environment Record and the site is over 0.4ha and will need
to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.
Proposal site GB15 is within a minerals safeguarding area
(for sand and gravel) and opportunities for prior extraction
should be fully investigated.
1240 | Sue Janota GB16 Significant A245 site access junction likely to be needed to None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement

provide vehicular access to the site. Depending on the scale
of employment use, further off-site highway improvements
maybe necessary on the A245. There is a need to address
the lack of pedestrian and cycle infrastructure on the south
side of the A245 and to provide new/improved
pedestrian/cyclist north-south crossing facilities over the
A245 to enable access to the existing urban area / local
destinations and pedestrian / cyclist facilities. Bus stops
should be located close to the A245 site frontage and the site
layout / design should provide as direct as possible a route
from the development to those stops. There is no in-principle
transport objection to allocating the site for employment
development, subject to the above provisos and
requirements and these are reflected in the policy.

In terms of heritage, there are entries listed on the Historic
Environment Record and the site is over 0.4ha and will need
to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.

part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites.

Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares
is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of
relevant sites.

to undertake an
archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site
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1240 | Sue Janota GB17 Highway access to the stated SANG car park only seems None stated. The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
feasible from the Old Parvis Road and Murrays Lane, due to proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
the access constraints of the M25 and A245. ultimately be considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation

individual sites.
In terms of heritage, there are entries listed on the Historic
Environment Record.

1240 | Sue Janota GB22 There is a Scheduled Monument on site — Woking Palace - None stated. The Key Requirement notes the Scheduled Ancient Monument and the requirement to submit Insert a new bullet
and the site is within an Area of High Archaeological an archaeological assessment. point to read:
Potential. As it is over 0.4ha, any proposals will need to be Reference will be added to consult with relevant stakeholders to bring forward the site. any proposals will
assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20. Historic England need to be assessed
will need to be consulted, as will the Friends of Woking under Core Strategy
Palace, Surrey Archaeological Society and Surrey County Policy CS20. Historic
Council Heritage Conservation Team. The Surrey County England will need to be
Archaeological Unit also has extensive experience of this site consulted, as will the
and should be involved in devising any detailed proposals. Friends of Woking

Palace, Surrey
Archaeological Society
and Surrey County
Council Heritage
Conservation Team.
The Surrey County
Archaeological Unit
also has extensive
experience of this site
and should be involved
in devising any detailed
proposals.

1240 | Sue Janota GB23 Under the current schools expansion programme there will None stated. Although the Council appreciates the point being raised. The Site Allocation is allocating the No further modification
be building on this site over this year and next year. In the site for open space. It is not for the Site Allocation DPD to pre-empt what future circumstances | s proposed as a result
event that future expansion at either school may be may e_lrise. T_he Council_is satisfied that there are sufficient Devc_slopment_PIan _policie_s, _ of this representation
necessary, we would wish to see the reasoned justification cpmblned W|tr_1 the reqm_rement of _the NPPF, to ensure approprlatg consideration/weight is
include the following additional wording: given to meeting educational requirements on a case by case basis.

Accordingly, it is allocated for continued use as open space.
However, if there is a local need for additional school places
locally, we will take a proactive, positive and collaborative
approach to meet requirements. As per Paragraph 72 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, the need to create,
expand/or alter schools will be given great weight in decision
making.

1240 | Sue Janota GB4 Access direct from the A245 is likely to be problematic, due None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
to the local constraints of the nearby Queens Avenue part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an
junction and the road embankment leading to the bridge over ) ] ] ) archaeological
the M25. The site layout/design should provide as direct as Whllst the_ requirement for an _archaeologlcal assessment for al! sites greater than_0.4 hectares | ,<cassment to

. is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of .
possible a route from the development to local bus stops. It relevant sites. determine the
is suggested that air quality effects from the close by M25 be archaeological potential
taken into consideration as existing houses adjacent to the of the site
M25 corridor to the north in Runnymede borough are within
designated AQMAs. There are no in principle transport
objections to the proposed land use subject to the above
provisos and requirements and these are reflected in the
policy.
In terms of heritage, Proposal site GB4 is over 0.4ha and will
need to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.
1240 | Sue Janota GB5 The development should provide a footway on the south side | None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement

of Rectory Lane along the development site frontage and
pedestrian crossing(s) to the existing footways opposite.
Rectory Lane / Church Road local bus stops closest to the
development site will require improvement by the developer.
It is suggested that air quality effects from the close by M25

part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites.

Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares
is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of
relevant sites.

to undertake an
archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
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be taken into consideration as existing houses adjacent to of the site
the M25 corridor to the north in Runnymede borough are
within designated AQMAs. There are no in principle transport
objections to the proposed land use subject to the above
provisos and requirements and these are reflected in the
policy.

In terms of heritage, Proposal site GB5 is adjacent to two
Areas of High Archaeological Potential, although these are
currently under review. The site is over 0.4ha and will need
to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.

1240 | Sue Janota GB6 It is suggested that, if not already done, the land-take of the None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as No further modification
proposed transport infrastructure improvement be part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. is proposed as a result
established to fix the limit of the site red line or the junction of this representation
be allocated without a fixed red line boundary.

1240 | Sue Janota GB7 The site is over 0.4ha and will need to be assessed under None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement
Core Strategy Policy CS20. is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of to undertake an

relevant sites. archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site

1240 | Sue Janota GB8 New site access/ junction(s) onto A320 are likely to be None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
needed to provide vehicular access to the site. Pedestrian part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. that the site is within an
facilities will be needed on the west side of the A320 along _ ) ) o _ Area of High
the site frontage and pedestrian/cyclist crossing(s) over the Wh_llst the requirement fc_)r an archae_ologlcal assessment for all site is set out in Core Strategy Archaeological
A320 will be needed to connect to existing pedestrian/cyclist policy €S20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement. Potential and therefore
facilities. The borough council is referred to the county proposals will need to
council's transport response to the recently lodged planning submit an
application for development at this site. archaeological

assessment
In terms of heritage, Proposal site GBS is located within an
Area of High Archaeological Potential, although this is
currently under review. The site is over 0.4ha and will need
to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.

1240 | Sue Janota GB9 New site access/ junction(s) onto A320 are likely to be None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
needed to provide vehicular access to the site. Pedestrian part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. that the site is within an
facilities will be needed on the west side of the A320 along _ _ _ o _ Area of High
the site frontage and pedestrian/cyclist crossing(s) over the Wh_llst the requirement f(_)r an archae_ologlcal assessment for all site is set out in Core Strategy Archaeological
A320 will be needed to connect to existing pedestrian/cyclist policy €S20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement. Potential and therefore
facilities. Additional bus stops along the A320 site frontage proposals will need to
will be needed. There are no in principle transport objections submit an
to the proposed land uses subject to the above provisos and archaeological
requirements and these are reflected in the policy. assessment
In terms of heritage, Proposal site GB9 is over 0.4ha and will
need to be assessed under Core Strategy Policy CS20.

1240 | Sue Janota UA17 Concerns raised over the ability of the local narrow section of | None stated. The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
Goldsworth Road and the constrained Poole Road / proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
Goldsworth Road junction to provide adequate vehicular _uIti_m_ater b.e considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation
access to the site individual sites.

1240 | Sue Janota UA25 Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement

CS20

is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of
relevant sites.

to undertake an
archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site
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1240 | Sue Janota UA32 No principle transport objections. None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. that the site is within an
UA32 is located within an Area of High Archaeological ) ) ) o ) Area of High
Potential although this is currently under review there are Wh_llst the requirement f(_)r an archae_ologlcal assessment for all site is set out in Core Strategy Archaeological
entries listed on the Historic Environment Record policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement. Potential and therefore
proposals will need to
Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with submit an
CSs20 archaeological
assessment
1240 | Sue Janota UA34 Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement
CS20 is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of to undertake an
relevant sites. archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site
1240 | Sue Janota UA35 No in principle transport objection to the proposed land uses | None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
and scale of development. However, it is recommended that part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an
the feasibility of the proposed fourth junction arm onto . ) ) . archaeological
Monument Road / Albert Drive (Sheerwater Access Road) is Whllst the. requirement for an grchaeologlcal assessment for al[ sites greater than.0.4 hectares assessment to
tested before allocation is confirmed. is Iset out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of determine the
relevant sites. archaeological potential
Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with of the site
CS20
1240 | Sue Janota UA37 Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with None stated. Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement
CS20 is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of to undertake an
relevant sites. archaeological
assessment to
determine the
archaeological potential
of the site
1240 | Sue Janota UA41 Concerned whether a single about single highway access None stated. The comments are helpful and matters will inform the key requirements of the relevant No further modification
(public highway connection at the A320 Guildford Road next proposals and also in particular when proposals come forward. The detail measures will is proposed as a result
to Victoria Arch) is capable of providing an adequate _uIti_m_ater b_e considered and addressed as part of detailed transport assessment for the of this representation
vehicular access to the site- particularly given the scale of individual sites.
the development proposed
1240 | Sue Janota UA49 It is recommended that the adequacy of the local road Blc The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement
access to the site, between the A245 and the B385, is development part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites. to undertake an
reviewed before allocation for industrial use is confirmed. maybe more _ _ _ _ archaeological
Scotland Bridge Road is residential in character. Camphill suited to these | Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | ;ggegsment to
Road has a substandard bridge over the Basingstoke Canal, | local road Lsélsé(\al;%l:tsli?egore Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of determine the
a restricted three-way signalled tunnel under the railway, access ' archaeological potential
traffic calming at the southern end and a restricted right turn | constraints. of the site
from the A245 / Camphill Road signalled junction. Blc
development maybe more suited to these local road access
constraints.
Sites over 0.4ha need to be assessed in accordance with
CS20
1240 | Sue Janota UA51 No in principle transport objections to the proposed land None stated. The comments are helpful, detail measures will ultimately be considered and addressed as Add a key requirement

uses. However, depending on the actual scale of
development and number of additional vehicle trips, the
adequacy and arrangement of the local road infrastructure
within the town centre may need to be reviewed. There may
be an opportunity for the southern side of the development
site to give land towards improving the capacity constrained
A245 | Station Approach / Pyrford Road / Camphill Road
signalled junction.

Proposal site UA51 is located within an Area of High

part of detailed transport assessment for the individual sites.

Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all site is set out in Core Strategy
policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement.

that the site is within an
Area of High
Archaeological
Potential and therefore
proposals will need to
submit an
archaeological
assessment
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Archaeological Potential, although this is currently under
review. The site is over 0.4ha and will need to be assessed
under Core Strategy Policy CS20.
1240 | Sue Janota General Key issues for SCC to consider are the infrastructure None stated. The Council welcomes representations from its adjoining authorities, and has engaged with No further modification
implications, especially transport. The Strategic Transport relevant neighbouring authorities, statutory consultees and key stakeholders before and during | s proposed as a result
Assessment has highlighted where increased stress is the consultation period. A Duty to Cpoperate statement wiI.I .be published in due course t.o . of this representation
forecast on the road network and that there is a need to look degwon'stLabte the eXtetEt QI.COO\‘;Verat'.cl’ln be:yveentthe aTth‘)t?]t'es gnd”c;thherkrele\t/ant or%emlsatlons
. . . . ana nel ouring autnorites. Ve will continue to Involve them In a e Key stages O e
in more Qetall. at the A245 and B367 gomdors and potential processg_’ g y stag
impacts in neighbouring boroughs. It is important that county
officers work closely with borough officers, Highways The Site Allocation is informed by the Strategic Transport Assessment and is committed to
England and developers to identify where mitigation work positively with the County Council. This is fully expressed in the Council's Issues and
measures will be needed and the types of potential solutions Matters Topic Paper Section 20.0 and 24.0
with indicative costs to update Woking’s Infrastructure
Delivery Plan and will then review the Woking Borough Local
Transport Strategy and Forward Programme.
1240 | Sue Janota GB10 There is a known Roman Road projected to run through the In line with Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement
site. CS20, the site is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of to undertake an
In line with CS20, the site is greater than 0.4 ha and as such | is greater than | relevantsites. archaeological
an archaeological evaluation and investigation will be 0.4 ha and as assessment to
necessary such an determine the
archaeological archaeological potential
evaluation and of the site
investigation
will be
necessary
1240 | Sue Janota GB11 There is a known Roman Road projected to run through the In line with Whilst the requirement for an archaeological assessment for all sites greater than 0.4 hectares | Add a key requirement
site. CS20, the site is set out in Core Strategy policy CS20. The Council will add this to the Key Requirement of to undertake an
In line with CS20, the site is greater than 0.4 ha and as such | is greater than | relevantsites. archaeological
an archaeological evaluation and investigation will be 0.4 ha and as assessment to
necessary such an determine the
archaeological archaeological potential
evaluation and of the site
investigation
will be
necessary
967 | Rita Jarvis GB12 Object to development proposals in Pyrford. None stated. The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and No further modification

The village infrastructure is at capacity and further
development will make the situation worse.

M25 closure lea to significant additional traffic.

The medical facilities and Pyrford School are at capacity and
further development will make the situation worse.

Services such as Sewage, Gas, Electricity would be
overloaded.

Proposed expansion of Pyrford School doesn’t include a safe
drop off point.

Construction lorries will be inconvenient for local residents.
By using open Green Belt spaces there will be separation
between places.

Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.1 to 3.6 and 3.8.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6.

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

The representation regarding views and lancape has been addressed in the Council's Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0.

In lancape terms, most of the allocations have the capacity to accommodate change. This is
set out within the Green Belt Boundary Review. Development can be achieved on this site
without undermining the lancape character of the area. Core Strategy Policies CS21 and CS24
will be taken into account at the Development Management stage, in particular protecting
important views.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

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

It is noted that there will be some disruption during the construction period of the named sites.
Nevertheless this will be taken into account at the planning application stage in order to
minimise the disruption on local communities, including noise, dust, traffic and air pollution.

Whilst the Council sympathises with the comments made, it has ensured through a number of
studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose
and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence,
the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy
when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report
provides the evidence to support this view.

967

Rita

Jarvis

GB13

Object to development proposals in Pyrford.

The village infrastructure is at capacity and further
development will make the situation worse.

M25 closure lea to significant additional traffic.

The medical facilities and Pyrford School are at capacity and
further development will make the situation worse.

Services such as Sewage, Gas, Electricity would be
overloaded.

Proposed expansion of Pyrford School doesn'’t include a safe
drop off point.

Construction lorries will be inconvenient for local residents.
By using open Green Belt spaces there will be separation
between places.

None stated.

The representation regarding infrastructure has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and
Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.1 to 3.6 and 3.8.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6.

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

The representation regarding views and lancape has been addressed in the Council's Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 7.0.

In lancape terms, most of the allocations have the capacity to accommodate change. This is
set out within the Green Belt Boundary Review. Development can be achieved on this site
without undermining the lancape character of the area. Core Strategy Policies CS21 and CS24
will be taken into account at the Development Management stage, in particular protecting
important views.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

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

It is noted that there will be some disruption during the construction period of the named sites.
Nevertheless this will be taken into account at the planning application stage in order to
minimise the disruption on local communities, including noise, dust, traffic and air pollution.

Whilst the Council sympathises with the comments made, it has ensured through a number of
studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt will not undermine its overall purpose
and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the Borough and the available evidence,
the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy
when compared against other reasonable alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report
provides the evidence to support this view.

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB12

Disagree with the statements made in the SA that the
proposals will support existing services/facilities and reduce
the reliance on public transport (SA objective 2 and 5).
Believes that the proposals will in fact exacerbate existing
problems

None stated.

The Council is confident that the sustainability objective has been consistently assessed. The
scoring has been explained in the 'comments' column of the assessment. The statement is
based on the proximity of the site to local services and facilities however it is noted that the
facilities are beyond reasonable walking distance, so although there is a positive score for
objective 2, you will note that the score for this objective 5 is negative.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB13

Disagree with the statements made in the SA that the
proposals will support existing services/facilities and reduce
the reliance on public transport (SA objective 2 and 5).
Believes that the proposals will in fact exacerbate existing
problems

None stated.

The Council is confident that the sustainability objective has been consistently assessed. The
scoring has been explained in the ‘comments' column of the assessment. The statement is
based on the proximity of the site to local services and facilities however it is noted that the
facilities are beyond reasonable walking distance, so although there is a positive score for
objective 2, you will note that the score for this objective 5 is negative.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB12

People are more likely to travel by car to local shops and
facilities. The lack of pavements and busy roads would put
people off from walking.

If you observe the existing patterns, only a small percentage
of residents would walk to local amenities. This is mainly
down to convenience. Parking is limited in the centre and
therefore an increase in population will mean more cars and
chaos in the area.

None stated.

The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core

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

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB13

People are more likely to travel by car to local shops and
facilities. The lack of pavements and busy roads would put
people off from walking.

If you observe the existing patterns, only a small percentage
of residents would walk to local amenities. This is mainly
down to convenience. Parking is limited in the centre and
therefore an increase in population will mean more cars and
chaos in the area.

None stated.

The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB13

The proposed level of development will result in
approximately 1000 additional cars in the area. The
surrounding roads can not cope with the level of
development. No consideration has been given to the effect
of significant extra traffic. The proposal will further destroy
the character of West Byfleet. The proposals are
unacceptable and unsustainable

None stated.

The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1244 | Stuart Jarvis GB12 The proposed level of development will result in None stated. The representation has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
approximately 1000 additional cars in the area. The Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 is proposed as a result
surrounding roads can not cope with the level of ) ) ) ) of this representation
development. No consideration has been given to the effect Ehe Va_:'outs tr"’t‘rt'ﬁpc.’rts St‘:‘:'hes prepareg b)t’ S”"r rethount){”Ct?unCII a':ﬁ W:)kntng _Boromagh work

S : . ouncil set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.

of significant extra traffic. The proposal will further destroy These impacts will be?nitigateg b)?site specific measures that will be identifiedgand

the character of West Byﬂget. The proposals are comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these

unacceptable and unsustainable site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
Pyrford Common Road and/or Upshott Lane. The key requirements also note that
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.
The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

1244 | Stuart Jarvis GB12 The Council should justify, with reasons, why it is changing None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
the GB boundary. The NPPF sets out that the essential Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 is proposed as a result
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their of this representation
PERMANENCE. Proposals will permanently destroy the
openness

1244 | Stuart Jarvis GB13 The Council should justify, with reasons, why it is changing None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
the GB boundary. The NPPF sets out that the essential Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9 is proposed as a result
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their of this representation
PERMANENCE. Proposals will permanently destroy the
openness

1244 | Stuart Jarvis GB12 Believes there is inconsistency in the site assessments. SA None stated. It is also important to note that the SA objectives cover numerous objectives (17 in total). The No further modification
objective 2 suggests that development will contribute to open Council believes that SA objective 2 has been consistently assessed. It is important to note is proposed as a result
space provision, however GB sites are already open and that not all _Green B_elt land is accessiblt_e open space or even greenfi_eld, some areas of Green of this representation
proposed development on GB can only result in less open Belt comprise of _bU|It structures. There is not always a direct corre_latlon between Gre_en Belt,
space. Although they may make some open space more open space and improved health. Each site has been assessed with a clear explanation in the

» . . ‘comments' column of the SA table.
accessible, they will not be truly open in terms of open
countryside and they will be too small.
Improved access is not fundamental, the sites are important
for their visual amenity and the value they add to the
character of area- a tranquil, beautiful environment.

1244 | Stuart Jarvis GB13 Disagree with the statements made in the SA that the None stated. It is also important to note that the SA objectives cover numerous objectives (17 in total). The No further modification
proposals will support the provision of open space. The Council believes that SA objective 2 has been consistently assesseq. It is important to note is proposed as a result
proposals will result in the loss of open spaces designated as that not all _Green B_elt land is acceSS|bI¢ open space or even greenfu_eld, some areas of Green of this representation
GB. The remaining areas of open spaces will be so small Belt comprise of _bunt structures. There is not always a direct corre_latlon between Gre_en Belt,
that they would be insignificant open space and improved health. Each site has been assessed with a clear explanation in the

) ‘comments' column of the SA table.
1244 | Stuart Jarvis GB12 The ability of the area to accommodate the proposals based | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

on local infrastructure is queried.

Pre school, primary and secondary schools are at capacity in
the area. It is fundamental that proposals make provision for
schools for them to be sustainable.

Other services and facilities including health/medical
practices are at full.

The capacity of utilities is also questioned.

Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 20.0 and 24.0.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

is proposed as a result
of this representation

24
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1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB13

The ability of the area to accommodate the proposals based
on local infrastructure is queried.

Pre school, primary and secondary schools are at capacity in
the area. It is fundamental that proposals make provision for
schools for them to be sustainable.

Other services and facilities including health/medical
practices are at full.

The capacity of utilities is also questioned.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. 20.0 and 24.0.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB12

The walking times set out (SA objective 5) are not realistic
except for maybe very fit adults. The distances to the GP
(1.5 miles), local secondary school (2.3 miles) and Woking
town centre (2.6 miles) are too far for walking and it is more
likely that people will drive.

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

1244

Stuart

Jarvis

GB13

The walking times set out (SA objective 5) are not realistic
except for maybe very fit adults. The distances to the GP
(1.5 miles), local secondary school (2.3 miles) and Woking
town centre (2.6 miles) are too far for walking and it is more
likely that people will drive.

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

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

Object to building on Green Belt in Byfleet. The A245 will be
gridlocked.

None stated.

The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6.

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

Whilst there is likely to be some disruption during construction, the impact of this can be
mitigated through planning conditions and would be relatively short term.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

Object to building on Green Belt in Byfleet. The A245 will be
gridlocked.

None stated.

The representation regarding the principle of Green Belt development has been addressed in
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

25
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The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access and
improvements to pedestrian, cycle links and access to public transport will be required. The
exact nature of these measures will be informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning
application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

Whilst there is likely to be some disruption during construction, the impact of this can be
mitigated through planning conditions and would be relatively short term.

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

Much of Byfleet and the proposed development area has
already flooded or is in danger of flooding. New development
will increase risk.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GBS

Much of Byfleet and the proposed development area has
already flooded or is in danger of flooding. New development
will increase risk.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 5.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

The council has always dumped on the people of Byfleet, by
depositing drug addicts and benefit cheats in the village in
particular Eden Grove Road.

None stated.

This is not a planning matter. The allocation of Council housing across the Borough is
determined by Housing Services.

It should be noted that the Council treats all people equally and has a responsibility to house all
members of the community.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

The council has always dumped on the people of Byfleet, by
depositing drug addicts and benefit cheats in the village in
particular Eden Grove Road.

None stated.

This is not a planning matter. The allocation of Council housing across the Borough is
determined by Housing Services.

It should be noted that the Council treats all people equally and has a responsibility to house all
members of the community.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

Drainage is inadequate and local roads flood in bad weather.

None stated.

The issue with flooding on Brewery Road is well documented with Thames Water currently
working on a permanent solution to the on-going problem.

The representation regarding wider drainage issues has been comprehensively addressed in
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.10.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

Drainage is inadequate and local roads flood in bad weather.

None stated.

The issue with flooding on Brewery Road is well documented with Thames Water currently
working on a permanent solution to the on-going problem.

The representation regarding wider drainage issues has been comprehensively addressed in
the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, paragraph 3.10.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

The petition with over 2,500 names has been ignored

None stated.

The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under
Representor ID 1524.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

The petition with over 2,500 names has been ignored

None stated.

The Byfleet Petition states ‘we the undersigned residents of Byfleet, strongly object to any
further erosion of our Green Belt, especially in the area surrounding Murrays Lane. We
therefore ask Woking Borough Council to do their utmost to preserve this last small area of
countryside around the village’. The Council has taken the petition into account as a
representation to the Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under
Representor ID 1524.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

26
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851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

There are many unused offices that should be considered to
preserve Green Belt

Develop
underused
office buildings
before using
Green Belt
land

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 16.0.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

There are many unused offices that should be considered to
preserve Green Belt

Develop
underused
office buildings
before using
Green Belt
land

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 16.0.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

The proposal would remove most of Byfleet's Green Belt
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. There is other
non Green Belt land that is available and this should used
instead.

None stated.

The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

The Council's assessment of brownfield sites for development is set out in the Council's Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 11.0.

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

The proposal would remove most of Byfleet's Green Belt
whilst most of Woking’s Green Belt remains. There is other
non Green Belt land that is available and this should used
instead.

None stated.

The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

The Council's assessment of brownfield sites for development is set out in the Council's Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 11.0.

Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from across the
Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is to meet
development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released is
therefore relatively modest.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB4

The private school at Broadoaks will not cater for the less
well off, but rather the wealthy

None stated.

The draft Site Allocations DPD does not allocate the site for a private school. The Council is
seeking to allocate the site for an employment-led mixed use development to include quality
offices and research premises and residential including affordable housing and housing to
meet the accommodation needs of the elderly. The Council believe that this is an important
employment site as no other similar sites are available in the borough. The existing planning
application for the proposed private school and residential development is a developer led
scheme that will be assessed on its own merits.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

851

Pete

Jenner

GB5

The private school at Broadoaks will not cater for the less
well off, but rather the wealthy

None stated.

The draft Site Allocations DPD does not allocate the site for a private school. The Council is
seeking to allocate the site for an employment-led mixed use development to include quality
offices and research premises and residential including affordable housing and housing to
meet the accommodation needs of the elderly. The Council believe that this is an important
employment site as no other similar sites are available in the borough. The existing planning
application for the proposed private school and residential development is a developer led

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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scheme that will be assessed on its own merits.

851 | Pete Jenner GB4 Have not dealt the existing issues in the village. Are None stated. The Council treats all members of the community equally. No further modification
surrounded by undesirables and parking is atrocious. is proposed as a result

The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific requirements for parking for | of this representation
new development. The SPD will be applied when development comes forward. In addition,

Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken into account in applying the

standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic congestion.

851 | Pete Jenner GB5 Have not dealt the existing issues in the village. Are None stated. The Council treats all members of the community equally. No further modification

surrounded by undesirables and parking is atrocious. is proposed as a result
The Council has a Parking Standards SPD which sets out specific requirements for parking for | of this representation
new development. The SPD will be applied when development comes forward. In addition,
Core Strategy Policy CS18 allows a number of factors to be taken into account in applying the
standard, including proximity to public transport and existing traffic congestion.

647 | A Jennings GB4 Authorities should accept that Surrey is 'Full and we are Fed | None stated. This is not the approach that the Council has chosen to take, as is evident in the Core No further modification
up' and development and infrastructure needs to be found Strategy, adopted in 2012. The justification for release of Green Belt land for development, and | js proposed as a result

the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.

647 | A Jennings GB5 Authorities should accept that Surrey is 'Full and we are Fed | None stated. This is not the approach that the Council has chosen to take, as is evident in the Core No further modification
up' and development and infrastructure needs to be found Strategy, adopted in 2012. The justification for release of Green Belt land for development, and | js proposed as a result
elsewhere to solve the problem. for safeguarding sites to meet future development need is detailed in Sections 1.0 and 2.0 of of this representation

the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.

647 | A Jennings GB4 2. There is no infrastructure in place or proposals to help with | None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in terms of infrastructure and school places in No further modification
healthcare. Waiting times to see a Doctor are already very the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. In terms of health services, the | jg proposed as a result
long. Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet of this representation

overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

647 | A Jennings GB5 2. There is no infrastructure in place or proposals to help with | None stated. This representation has been partly addressed in terms of infrastructure and school places in No further modification
healthcare. Waiting times to see a Doctor are already very the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0. In terms of health services, the | jg proposed as a result
long. Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet of this representation

overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

647 | A Jennings GB4 3. Most residents in Byfleet were affected as a result of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
winter floods in 2012-13. Further building on the flood plains Topic Paper. See Section 5.0, paragraphs 5.1-5.6. Paragraphs 5.4 and 5.5 are particularly is proposed as a result
will worsen this. Flooded drains in Brewery Lane, High Road relevant with regard to ensuring the development of these sites does not exacerbate flood risk of this representation
and the Parvis Road/ High Road corner are a danger to elsewhere.
residents when it rains.

647 | A Jennings GB5 3. Most residents in Byfleet were affected as a result of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
winter floods in 2012-13. Further building on the flood plains Topic Paper. See Section 5.0, paragraphs 5.1-5.6. Paragraphs 5.4 and 5.5 are particularly is proposed as a result
will worsen this. Flooded drains in Brewery Lane, High Road relevant with regard to ensuring the development of these sites does not exacerbate flood risk of this representation
and the Parvis Road/ High Road corner are a danger to elsewhere.
residents when it rains.

647 | A Jennings GB4 4. We are a close community and the petition signed by over | None stated. Comment noted. The Council has taken the petition into account as a representation to the No further modification
2500 people gives an idea of the unity of feeling, that cannot Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under Representor ID 1524. is proposed as a result
be ignored. of this representation

647 | A Jennings GB5 4. We are a close community and the petition signed by over | None stated. Comment noted. The Council has taken the petition into account as a representation to the No further modification
2500 people gives an idea of the unity of feeling, that cannot Regulation 18 consultation and has formally responded under Representor ID 1524. is proposed as a result
be ignored. of this representation

647 | A Jennings GB4 5. There is very little Green Belt left in Byfleet and the None stated. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread | No further modification

proposals will virtually eliminate the remainder. This is
unacceptable.

across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha). Overall the Site Allocations DPD proposes to remove 3.46% of Green Belt land from
across the Borough, including Byfleet, West Byfleet, Pyrford, Mayford and Brookwood. This is
to meet development needs up to 2040 and the amount of land being proposed to be released
is therefore relatively modest.

647

Jennings

GB5

5. There is very little Green Belt left in Byfleet and the
proposals will virtually eliminate the remainder. This is
unacceptable.

None stated.

The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread
across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

647

Jennings

GB4

With recent changes in Government Policy, surely brownfield
sites and conversion of office/ industrial to housing is
preferred.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and 16.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

647

Jennings

GBS

With recent changes in Government Policy, surely brownfield
sites and conversion of office/ industrial to housing is
preferred.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and 16.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

647

Jennings

GB4

Objects on the following grounds: 1. Surveys show Parvis
Road (A245) is virtually unusable for 6 hours during the day
during commuting times. This is without the proposed
developments.

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

The Council has constructively and positively been working with the County Council in
assessing the transport impacts of both the Core Strategy which the Site Allocations DPD
seeks to deliver and the Site Allocations DPD itself. The two authorities have worked together
to carry out the Strategic Transport Assessment (2010) to inform the Core strategy, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) to identify the infrastructure requirements to support the Core
strategy, the Transport Strategy and Programme, the Regulation 123 list which Community
Infrastructure Levy will be spent and the latest Strategic Transport Assessment (2015) to
support the Site Allocations DPD. It has also worked with the County Council and the other
Surrey authorities to prepare the Cumulative Assessment of Future Development Impacts on
the Highway. A Duty to Cooperate statement will be published in due course to demonstrate
the extent of cooperation between the two authorities and indeed with other relevant
organisations and neighbouring authorities. The proposals of the DPD are informed by
comments from the County Council both formally and informally. The Council is committed to
continue to work positively with the County Council throughout the Site Allocations DPD
process and beyond to address common and strategic transport issues of the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

647

Jennings

GB5

Objects on the following grounds: 1. Surveys show Parvis
Road (A245) is virtually unusable for 6 hours during the day
during commuting times. This is without the proposed
developments.

None stated.

The representation regarding congestion and the impact of the proposed development on the
road network has been addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.1 to 3.6; Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

The various transports studies prepared by Surrey County Council and Woking Borough
Council set out the impact the proposed site allocations will have on the strategic road network.
These impacts will be mitigated by site specific measures that will be identified and
comprehensively addressed through the development management process. As part of these
site specific measures, the key requirements for the proposed allocation in the DPD state that
the development of the site will be required to provide satisfactory vehicular access onto
adjacent roads. The key requirements also note that improvements to pedestrian, cycle links
and access to public transport will be required. The exact nature of these measures will be
informed by a Transport Assessment at the planning application stage.

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

1213

Jan |

Jennings

General

During the Winter of 2012/2013 Byfleet was featured had
extensive flooding on part of the allocated housing areas for
development. The village has three areas of roads and
pavements that regularly flood with slight

rainfall.

None stated.

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section. See Section 5.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1213

Jan |

Jennings

General

Byfleet residents’ petition of over 2500 named persons has
been ignored. Byfleet has very little Green Belt left, this
development would unfairly erode this resource

even more.

None stated.

The justification for the release of Green Belt land to meet future development needs is
comprehensively addressed by the Council’s Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Sections 1
and 2. The Council accepts that the proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly
spread across the Borough. This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of
constraints and the need to make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable
locations when compared against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the
Council has to make sure that any land that is released from the Green Belt does not
undermine its overall purpose and integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites
proposed for allocation in Byfleet are in sustainable locations and can be released for
development without compromising the purpose of the Green Belt. The Site Allocations DPD
proposes to remove 18.3% of the existing Green Belt in the ward of Byfleet. Excluding site
GB17 which will not be developed and is proposed to be used as publically accessible open
space (SANG), the total amount of Green Belt lost for development in Byfleet is 7.3%
(10.26ha).

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1213

Jan |

Jennings

General

object to release of Green Belt land because there is no
infrastructure to support further development (A245 road,
schooling, hospitals, and the medical centre has long waiting
times).

None stated.

The representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council’s Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section. See Section 3. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at
present there is adequate GP provision to meet overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is
the case, it is also accepted that there might be locally specific pressures of over subscription
that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally health provision reacts to meet projected
demand, the Council is seeking to work with the Clinical Commission Groups to see how well
provision could be aligned to the proposed development to avoid unacceptable standards of
provision in the area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB12

More elderly facilities are required. There needs to be
suitable downsizing apartments for local residents who want
to downsize and stay in the area

None stated.

The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the
borough.

However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family homes will
not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed to meet the
overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated taking into
account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.

There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB13

More elderly facilities are required. There needs to be
suitable downsizing apartments for local residents who want
to downsize and stay in the area

None stated.

The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the
borough.

However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family homes will
not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed to meet the
overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated taking into
account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.

There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB12

Concerned about overpopulation- proposals will adversely
impact local infrastructure. In particular road infrastructure-
which is already often congested.

None stated.

The approach to infrastructure and the road infrastructure, is addressed in the Council’s Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB13

Concerned about overpopulation- proposals will adversely
impact local infrastructure. In particular road infrastructure-
which is already often congested.

None stated.

The approach to infrastructure and the road infrastructure, is addressed in the Council’s Issues
and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB12

Concerned that proposals will have an adverse impact on the

strong community spirit.

None stated.

Successful sustainable communities need careful planning, this is why the Council is seeking
to address the growth in the borough through a plan led approach. It is the combination of the
plan-making and development management process that will ensure that the development is
truly sustainable.

There is a significant unmet need for housing and it was acknowledged at the preparation of
the Core Strategy that exceptional circumstances case ought to be made to release Green Belt
land for housing. Further information on this can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper Section 1.0.

The proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough.
This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to
make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared
against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that
any land that is released from the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and
integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites proposed for allocation are in
sustainable locations and can be released for development without compromising the purpose
of the Green Belt.

It is important to note that zero growth is not a reasonable alternative option given the
significant unmet need in the borough and the surrounding area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB13

Concerned that proposals will have an adverse impact on the

strong community spirit.

None stated.

Successful sustainable communities need careful planning, this is why the Council is seeking
to address the growth in the borough through a plan led approach. It is the combination of the
plan-making and development management process that will ensure that the development is

truly sustainable.

There is a significant unmet need for housing and it was acknowledged at the preparation of
the Core Strategy that exceptional circumstances case ought to be made to release Green Belt
land for housing. Further information on this can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper Section 1.0.

The proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough.
This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to
make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared
against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that
any land that is released from the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and
integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites proposed for allocation are in
sustainable locations and can be released for development without compromising the purpose
of the Green Belt.

It is important to note that zero growth is not a reasonable alternative option given the
significant unmet need in the borough and the surrounding area.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB12

People have moved to the area for Pyrford Primary School
which has an outstanding reputation and strong academic
success.

The planned expansion of the school is based on current
demands. 433 new homes will require additional need for
school places.

Nursery and Pre-school facilities are at capacity.

None stated.

Whilst the Council supports the successes achieved by Pyrford Primary School, protecting
academic achievement is not a Planning issue.

With regards to school provision please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

444

Anthony

Jessup

GB13

People have moved to the area for Pyrford Primary School
which has an outstanding reputation and strong academic
success.

The planned expansion of the school is based on current
demands. 433 new homes will require additional need for
school places.

Nursery and Pre-school facilities are at capacity.

None stated.

Whilst the Council supports the successes achieved by Pyrford Primary School, protecting
academic achievement is not a Planning issue.

With regards to school provision please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper
Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed
ID DPD Modifications Modifications

444 | Anthony | Jessup GB12 Concerned that proposals will predominantly impact the east | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of the Borough_ Topic Paper. See Section 21.0, 7.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result
People have moved into the area for its charming character, ) ) ) ) . ) of this representation
easy access to the surrounding natural lancape and unspoilt Wh||§t this representation has been addrt_essed in the Co_uncn s Issues and Me_ltters Topic Paper
countryside Section 7.0. Most of the proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to

) accommodate change based on the lancape character as assessed in the Green Belt
Boundary review. In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust
policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse
impacts on the character and lancape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including
the conservation and enhancement of important views.

The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct lancape assessment/ecological
survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable lancape features

444 | Anthony Jessup GB13 Concerned that proposals will predominantly impact the east | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of the Borough. Topic Paper. See Section 21.0, 7.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result
People have moved into the area for its charming character, ) ) ) ) . ) of this representation
easy access to the surrounding natural lancape and unspoilt Whl|$t this representation has been addre;sed in the Cquncﬂ s Issues and Matters Topic Paper
countryside Section 7.0. Most of the proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to

’ accommodate change based on the lancape character as assessed in the Green Belt
Boundary review. In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust
policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse
impacts on the character and lancape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including
the conservation and enhancement of important views.

The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct lancape assessment/ecological
survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable lancape features

445 | Amii Jessup GB12 More elderly facilities are required. There needs to be None stated. The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the No further modification
suitable downsizing apartments for local residents who want borough. is proposed as a result
to downsize and stay in the area ] o ) ) ) of this representation

However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family homes will
not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed to meet the
overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated taking into
account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.

There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.

445 | Amii Jessup GB13 More elderly facilities are required. There needs to be None stated. The draft Site Allocation DPD identifies sites to accommodate elderly housing provision in the | No further modification
suitable downsizing apartments for local residents who want borough. is proposed as a result
to downsize and stay in the area _ » _ _ ) of this representation

However, it should be noted that downsizing options for the elderly to free up family homes will
not be a panacea to meet housing need, it will not diminish amount of land needed to meet the
overall housing need within the borough. The housing need has been calculated taking into
account the current housing stock that is currently occupied.

There are also sufficient and robust policies to ensure that proposals seek to address this
particular need, including Core Strategy policy CS11 which seeks for a mix of dwelling types
and sizes to address local needs as evidenced in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) including housing for the elderly and CS13 which supports the development of
specialist accommodation for older people and seeks the protection of existing.

445 | Amii Jessup GB12 Concerned about overpopulation- proposals will adversely None stated. The approach to infrastructure and the road infrastructure, is addressed in the Council’'s Issues | No further modification
impact local infrastructure. In particular road infrastructure- and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 is proposed as a result
which is already often congested. of this representation

445 | Amii Jessup GB13 Concerned about overpopulation- proposals will adversely None stated. The approach to infrastructure and the road infrastructure, is addressed in the Council’s Issues | No further modification
impact local infrastructure. In particular road infrastructure- and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 3.0, Section 20.0 and Section 24.0 is proposed as a result
which is already often congested. of this representation

445 | Amii Jessup GB12 Concerned that proposals will have an adverse impact on the | None stated. Successful sustainable communities need careful planning, this is why the Council is seeking No further modification

strong community spirit which is the result of the pleasant
environment that exists. This can not be easily recreated.
Object to housing proposals between 2015 and 2040.

to address the growth in the borough through a plan led approach. It is the combination of the
plan-making and development management process that will ensure that the development is
truly sustainable.

There is a significant unmet need for housing and it was acknowledged at the preparation of

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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ID DPD Modifications Modifications

the Core Strategy that exceptional circumstances case ought to be made to release Green Belt

land for housing. Further information on this can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters

Topic Paper Section 1.0.

The proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough.

This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to

make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared

against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that

any land that is released from the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and

integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites proposed for allocation are in

sustainable locations and can be released for development without compromising the purpose

of the Green Belt.

It is important to note that zero growth is not a reasonable alternative option given the

significant unmet need in the borough and the surrounding area.

445 | Amii Jessup GB13 Concerned that proposals will have an adverse impact on the | None stated. Successful sustainable communities need careful planning, this is why the Council is seeking No further modification
strong community spirit which is built around the pleasant to address the growth in the borough through a plan led approach. Itis the combination of the | s proposed as a result
recreated. truly sustainable.

Object to proposals to meet housing requirement between There is a significant unmet need for housing and it was acknowledged at the preparation of

2015-2040. the Core Strategy that exceptional circumstances case ought to be made to release Green Belt
land for housing. Further information on this can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper Section 1.0.
The proposed allocation of sites for development is not evenly spread across the Borough.
This could not be achieved because of the uneven distribution of constraints and the need to
make sure that development is directed to the most sustainable locations when compared
against all other reasonable alternatives. More importantly, the Council has to make sure that
any land that is released from the Green Belt does not undermine its overall purpose and
integrity. The available evidence suggest that the sites proposed for allocation are in
sustainable locations and can be released for development without compromising the purpose
of the Green Belt.
It is important to note that zero growth is not a reasonable alternative option given the
significant unmet need in the borough and the surrounding area.

445 | Amii Jessup GB12 People have moved to the area for Pyrford Primary School None stated. Whilst the Council supports the successes achieved by Pyrford Primary School, protecting No further modification
which has an outstanding reputation and strong academic academic achievement is not a Planning issue. is proposed as a result
success. . . ) ) of this representation
The planned expansion of the school is based on current Wlth_regards to school provision please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper
demands. 433 new homes will require additional need for Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8
school places.

Nursery and Pre-school facilities are at capacity.

445 | Amii Jessup GB13 People have moved to the area for Pyrford Primary School None stated. Whilst the Council supports the successes achieved by Pyrford Primary School, protecting No further modification
which has an outstanding reputation and strong academic academic achievement is not a Planning issue. is proposed as a result
success. ) o . ) of this representation
The planned expansion of the school is based on current Wlth_regards to school provision please see the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper
demands. 433 new homes will require additional need for Section 3.0, paragraph 3.8
school places.

Nursery and Pre-school facilities are at capacity.
445 | Amii Jessup GB12 Concerned that proposals will predominantly impact the east | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

of the Borough.

People have moved into the area for its charming character,
easy access to the surrounding natural lancape and unspoilt
countryside.

Topic Paper. See Section 21.0, 7.0 and 23.0.

Whilst this representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper
Section 7.0. Most of the proposed allocations were considered to have capacity to
accommodate change based on the lancape character as assessed in the Green Belt
Boundary review. In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust
policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse
impacts on the character and lancape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including
the conservation and enhancement of important views.

The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct lancape assessment/ecological
survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable lancape features

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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445 | Amii Jessup GB13 Concerned that proposals will predominantly impact the east | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
of the Borough_ Topic Paper. See Section 21.0, 7.0 and 23.0. is proposed as a result
People have moved into the area for its charming character, ) ) ) ) . ) of this representation
easy access to the surrounding natural lancape and unspoilt Wh||§t this representation has been addrt_essed in the Co_uncn s Issues and Me_ltters Topic Paper
countryside. Section 7.0. Most of the proposed allocations were considered to haye capacity to

accommodate change based on the lancape character as assessed in the Green Belt
Boundary review. In addition, the Council is confident that there are sufficient and robust
policies including Core Strategy policy CS24 and a Design SPD to make sure that any
proposals for the development take a sensitive design approach to ensure any adverse
impacts on the character and lancape of the immediate area are suitably mitigated, including
the conservation and enhancement of important views.

The key requirements also note that proposals should conduct lancape assessment/ecological
survey/ tree survey to determine levels of biodiversity and valuable lancape features

681 | Rob Jewkes GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is | None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the significant aQVerse impacts on nea_rby designated .sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by | of this representation
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close thg key requirements pf the allocation. The. Council hqs consgltgd with Natural England and no
proximity. obJe_c_tlon has been _ralsed 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB7 Sequential approach has not been undertaken - no urban None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
sites have been considered and there must be doubt as to Topic Paper. See Section 4.0. is proposed as a result
the validity of no other sites across the whole of the borough of this representation
being identified or suitable.

681 | Rob Jewkes GBS Supportive of the school proposal and the mitigation None stated. Support for the proposed school, subject to mitigation measures, noted. No further modification
measures for traffic congestion, visual and noise pollution, is proposed as a result
flooding and safety measures. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GBS Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Woking and Guildford Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Woking and Guildford Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Woking and Guildford Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Woking and Guildford Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB7 Woking Traveller's sites are all located in one area of the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
borough. Mayford already contributes towards the Traveller Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 is proposed as a result
Community and there is no justification for further expansion of this representation
in Mayford.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Objects to the leisure centre and all other leisure related None stated. As noted in the Officer's Report to the Planning Committee for the proposed school and leisure | No further modification

facilities on the site. Inappropriate development within a
residential area and do not meet the Council's 800m
separation policy.

facilities, the proposed scheme will not have an adverse impact on residential properties. This
is due to the separation distances between the proposed land uses and the adjacent
residential properties and the Planning Conditions attached to the planning permission. It is
worth noting that the Council do not have a 800m separation policy between leisure facilities

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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and residential properties. Through good design and, where necessary mitigation measures, it
is possible to achieve a satisfactory relationship between different land uses. This is set out in
Core Strategy Policy CS21: Design and the Design SPD.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Object to housing - would fill in any gap between Mayford None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Woking and increasing the risk of Woking merging with Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
Guildford, which is against the purposes of Green Belt. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 Object to housing - would fill in any gap between Mayford None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Woking and increasing the risk of Woking merging with Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
Guildford, which is against the purposes of Green Belt. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 Object to housing - would fill in any gap between Mayford None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Woking and increasing the risk of Woking merging with Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
Guildford, which is against the purposes of Green Belt. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 Object to housing - would fill in any gap between Mayford None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Woking and increasing the risk of Woking merging with Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
Guildford, which is against the purposes of Green Belt. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GBS The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is | None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council
and at three.sin le lane bridaes. where there is currentlv bad has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the

ffi d gie Thi g.” b bated by th y proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
proposed development. The roads can not handle the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into
additional traffic. account traffic displacement on local alternative routes.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is | None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. key §ervices and ]‘acilities provide a consistent baseline in cz.alculating. t_he accessibility to local is proposed as a result
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 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
an(fjf_at thl(’jee smgle_ Ian(?rg_rldg(_a"sbwhere thgre '3 Eurrr(]antly bad proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
proposed development. The roads can not handle the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into
additional traffic. account traffic displacement on local alternative routes.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is | None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. key _services and _facilities provide a consistent baseline in cz_ilculating_t_he accessibility to local is proposed as a result
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village 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
an(fjf_at thl(’jee smgle_ Ian(?rg_rldg(_a"sbwhere thsre '3 gurrﬁntly bad proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
proposed development. The roads can not handle the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into
additional traffic. account traffic displacement on local alternative routes.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is | None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. key _services and _facilities provide a consistent baseline in cz_;llculating_t_he accessibility to local is proposed as a result
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable locations. The Council
and at three.sin le lane bridaes. where there is currentlv bad has undertaken a Transport Assessment (TA) that assesses the transport/traffic impacts of the

ffi d gie Thi g_” b bated by th y proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
proposed development. The roads can not handle the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review. The TA also takes into
additional traffic. account traffic displacement on local alternative routes.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt No further modification
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as | s proposed as a result
of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 — well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful of this representation
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without

compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during
any future detailed planning application stage.
681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt No further modification

development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground
of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 —
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission).

boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as
well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD, through careful
masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without
compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during
any future detailed planning application stage.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt No further modification
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as | jg proposed as a result
of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 — well as the pr Req.uirements \'/vi.thin thg Site Allocations DP.D, through careful . of this representation
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). masterplanplng/deglgn Iayout, it is possible to de\_/elop certain areas of the S|_te W|tl_10ut _

compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during
any future detailed planning application stage.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt No further modification
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as | js proposed as a result
of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 — well as the pr Req.uirements yviFhin theT Site Allocations DP.D, through careful . of this representation
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). masterplgnplng/deglgn Igyout, it is possible to deyelop certain areas of the s@e wnhout .

compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during
any future detailed planning application stage.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently of this representation
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to
exclude development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently of this representation
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to
exclude development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently of this representation
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to
exclude development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently of this representation
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to
exclude development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GBS 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 defjcie_ncies in servic_e provision to meet the @ncreasing 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes 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
operationfil def_icie_ncies in servic_e provision to meet the ?ncreasing 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.
681 | Rob Jewkes 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

36



Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed
ID DPD Modifications Modifications
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.

681 | Rob Jewkes 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 The traffic situation will be significantly worse and there are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
no public footpaths on some of the roads. This will be made Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
worse with other developments taking place in the wider of this representation
area.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 The traffic situation will be significantly worse and there are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
no public footpaths on some of the roads. This will be made Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
worse with other developments taking place in the wider of this representation
area.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 The traffic situation will be significantly worse and there are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
no public footpaths on some of the roads. This will be made Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
worse with other developments taking place in the wider of this representation
area.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 The traffic situation will be significantly worse and there are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
no public footpaths on some of the roads. This will be made Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
worse with other developments taking place in the wider of this representation
area.

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

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

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

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

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
its plan. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
its plan. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
its plan. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
its plan. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GBS Wildlife will be wiped out as well as an increased risk to None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife No further modification

wildlife on the Heaths as they are in close proximity

Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites.
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed.

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

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new
development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces
and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors

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

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).

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB9

Wildlife will be wiped out as well as an increased risk to
wildlife on the Heaths as they are in close proximity

None stated.

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

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

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

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

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB10

Wildlife will be wiped out as well as an increased risk to
wildlife on the Heaths as they are in close proximity

None stated.

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

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

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

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

681

Rob

Jewkes

GBl11

Wildlife will be wiped out as well as an increased risk to
wildlife on the Heaths as they are in close proximity

None stated.

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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Nevertheless a number of the proposed allocations will require a detailed ecological survey as

a key requirement to assess and address any site specific ecological issues.

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the

Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new

development to make positive contribution to biodiversity through the creation of green spaces

and the creation of linkages between sites to create a biodiversity network of wildlife corridors

and green infrastructure. This is clearly set out in Core Strategy Policy CS7: Biodiversity and

nature conservation. In addition to this the Council will consult with the relevant biodiversity

organisations including Surrey Wildlife Trust and Natural England during the detailed planning

application stage as well as require applicants to carry out prior assessments of the site to

provide information on species and habitats, as set out in the site specific Key Requirements.

This will ensure the effective avoidance and/or mitigation of any adverse effects prior to

approval of the development.

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

policies, in particular Policy CS8 and an Avoidance Strategy, to make sure that development

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

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

Monitoring (SAMM).

681 | Rob Jewkes GB7 Over the years successive Planning Inspectors have refused | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
applications on this site because they reduce the openness Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3 is proposed as a result
of a Green Belt area. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes General Please reconsider the plans. Mayford as a village is unique. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
» _ _ ) . of this representation

In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6:

Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an

unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.

The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor 1D 563.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 NPPF states that Green Belt Boundaries should only be None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
altered in exceptional circumstances - this has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
demonstrated by WBC. Housing need does not justify the of this representation
harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 NPPF states that Green Belt Boundaries should only be None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
altered in exceptional circumstances - this has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
demonstrated by WBC. Housing need does not justify the of this representation
harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 NPPF states that Green Belt Boundaries should only be None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
altered in exceptional circumstances - this has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
demonstrated by WBC. Housing need does not justify the of this representation
harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 NPPF states that Green Belt Boundaries should only be None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
altered in exceptional circumstances - this has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
demonstrated by WBC. Housing need does not justify the of this representation
harm done to the Green Belt by inappropriate development.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 The traffic situation will be significantly worse with 5000 visits | None stated. The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact No further modification
per week. of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate is proposed as a result

and suitable by the Local Planning Authority as the site has planning permission for a new of this representation
school and associated leisure facilities.
The representation regarding the existing public transport provision is fully acknowledged. As
part of Transport for Woking, the Council is working with the relevant operators and providers
to see how best they can collectively enhance existing operational deficiencies in service
provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is also working with interested parties
such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County Council to ensure that there is future
investment to deliver the necessary public transport infrastructure to meet the projected
demand on the back of the Core Strategy.
681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Operating hours will have a major impact on adjacent None stated. As noted in the Officer's Report to the Planning Committee for the proposed school and leisure | No further modification

residents and within the local area. A totally inappropriate
proposal and its association with the school proposal
represents a very unfortunate lack of transparency on behalf

facilities, the proposed scheme will not have an adverse impact on residential properties. This
is due to the separation distances between the proposed land uses and the adjacent
residential properties and the Planning Conditions attached to the planning permission.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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of the Council. The Council's decision on the proposed school and leisure centre are clearly set out on the
Council's website. The Local Planning Authority has attached a number of planning conditions
to the permitted scheme in order to minimise the impact of the proposal on the local area. The
Council's reasons and decisions are set out within the Officer's Report.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the 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
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, Woking a”fdhits villages are ”Otg'?‘SSiﬁed as msmric tOV(‘j’“S-b't is aclknow'edged that Wooll</ing has | of this representation

; a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or
Mayford does have a strong history. enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
compromised by the proposed allocations.
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of
the proposal. 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the 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 does have a strong history. a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or

enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
compromised by the proposed allocations.

It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of
the proposal. 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 Bel.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the 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
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, Woking anfdhits_villages are not dclr:rllssified as P;fi_st_oric tov(\j/ns.blt is ac:gn_owledged that Wog;ng has | of this representation

; a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or
Mayford does have a strong history. enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
compromised by the proposed allocations.
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of
the proposal. 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 The Green Belt review incorrectly dismissed the 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
due to the lack of historical character of Woking. However, Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has | of this representation

; a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or
Mayford does have a strong history. enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
compromised by the proposed allocations.
It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of
the proposal. 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 GBBR indicates that the 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 and is a therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
Trojan horse to building housing on the adjacent fiel. 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 GBBR indicates that the 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 and is a therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
Trojan horse to building housing on the adjacent fiel. 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 A Lancape Character Assessment has not been undertaken, | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
which raises questions on validity of the review. Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 A Lancape Character Assessment has not been undertaken, | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
which raises questions on validity of the review. Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 A Lancape Character Assessment has not been undertaken, | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

which raises questions on validity of the review.

Topic Paper. See Section 7.0

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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681

Rob

Jewkes

GBl11

A Lancape Character Assessment has not been undertaken,
which raises questions on validity of the review.

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 7.0

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB8

Mayford Local Centre has little supporting infrastructure and
without a vehicle, future residents will be isolated from
services.

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

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB9

Mayford Local Centre has little supporting infrastructure and
without a vehicle, future residents will be isolated from
services.

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

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB10

Mayford Local Centre has little supporting infrastructure and
without a vehicle, future residents will be isolated from
services.

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

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB11

Mayford Local Centre has little supporting infrastructure and
without a vehicle, future residents will be isolated from
services.

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

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB8

No consideration to the impact on infrastructure. More
people will result in more cars and strain on transport
infrastructure.

There are no plans to upgrade the roads, bridges or
solutions to deal with the existing traffic problems on Egley
Road.

Prey Heath Road will be dangerous with people walking to
the station.

None stated.

This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See
Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11.

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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Saunders Lane is not suitable for the expected increase in
vehicle numbers due to it being narrow, bounded by a single
lane bridge and tunnel pinch points.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure. More None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
people will result in more cars and strain on transport Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
infrastructure. o , , . ) ) , of this representation

The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian

. footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated
Therg are no pIan; to upgra@g the roads’ bridges or sites?, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes forwagrd, thgre is easy
solutions to deal with the existing traffic problems on Egley access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
Road. public transport where feasible.
Prey Heath Road will be dangerous with people walking to
the station.
Saunders Lane is not suitable for the expected increase in
vehicle numbers due to it being narrow, bounded by a single
lane bridge and tunnel pinch points.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure. More None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
people will result in more cars and strain on transport Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
infrastructure. o . ) ) ) ) . of this representation

The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian

. footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated
Therg are no plan§ to upgradg the roqu, bridges or sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes forwe?rd, thgre is easy
solutions to deal with the existing traffic problems on Egley access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
Road. public transport where feasible.
Prey Heath Road will be dangerous with people walking to
the station.
Saunders Lane is not suitable for the expected increase in
vehicle numbers due to it being narrow, bounded by a single
lane bridge and tunnel pinch points.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure. More None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
people will result in more cars and strain on transport Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
infrastructure. o ] ] ) ) ) ] of this representation

The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian

. footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated
There are no plans_ to upgra_dg the roa}ds’ bridges or siteg, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes forwa?rd, thegre is easy
solutions to deal with the existing traffic problems on Egley access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
Road. public transport where feasible.
Prey Heath Road will be dangerous with people walking to
the station.
Saunders Lane is not suitable for the expected increase in
vehicle numbers due to it being narrow, bounded by a single
lane bridge and tunnel pinch points.

681 | Rob Jewkes GBS No consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
settlement, nor the impact on the semi-rural character of Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Mayford. _ ) _ ) _ of this representation

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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 No consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
settlement, nor the impact on the semi-rural character of Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Mayford. ) ) ) ) ) of this representation

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.
681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 No consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

settlement, nor the impact on the semi-rural character of
Mayford.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.

681

Rob

Jewkes

GBl11

No consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate
settlement, nor the impact on the semi-rural character of
Mayford.

None stated.

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

It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of
the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is
protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB8

There are three single lane bridges in the area, which would
not be able to support the increase in traffic. One bridge
serves Worplesdon Station which would increase
congestion.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB9

There are three single lane bridges in the area, which would
not be able to support the increase in traffic. One bridge
serves Worplesdon Station which would increase
congestion.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB10

There are three single lane bridges in the area, which would
not be able to support the increase in traffic. One bridge
serves Worplesdon Station which would increase
congestion.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB11

There are three single lane bridges in the area, which would
not be able to support the increase in traffic. One bridge
serves Worplesdon Station which would increase
congestion.

None stated.

The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic
Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied
that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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681

Rob

Jewkes

GB8

Only 2 miles between Mayford roundabout and Slyfield.
Development would result in the high risk of coalescence
between the two towns. The Green Belt boundary will be
weaker as it does not follow a motorway, district road,
railway line, river or prominent physical feature.

None stated.

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

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.

Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary
will not change in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB9

Only 2 miles between Mayford roundabout and Slyfield.
Development would result in the high risk of coalescence
between the two towns. The Green Belt boundary will be
weaker as it does not follow a motorway, district road,
railway line, river or prominent physical feature.

None stated.

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

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.

Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary
will not change in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB10

Only 2 miles between Mayford roundabout and Slyfield.
Development would result in the high risk of coalescence
between the two towns. The Green Belt boundary will be
weaker as it does not follow a motorway, district road,
railway line, river or prominent physical feature.

None stated.

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

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.

Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary
will not change in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB11

Only 2 miles between Mayford roundabout and Slyfield.
Development would result in the high risk of coalescence
between the two towns. The Green Belt boundary will be
weaker as it does not follow a motorway, district road,
railway line, river or prominent physical feature.

None stated.

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

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.

Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary
will not change in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

681

Rob

Jewkes

GB7

Sites should have amenity space and business related
space. The site is in close proximity to homes and two Grade

None stated.

This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters
Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12

No further modification
is proposed as a result
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II Listed buildings. Traveller related businesses are out of of this representation
keeping with the area.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB7 Traveller sites should have good access to schools and other | None stated. It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local No further modification
facilities, this sites does not. 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 propo_sed 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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB7 Where no other urban sites are identified, priority should be None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
given to edge of urban area sites with good access to Topic Paper. See Section 4.0. is proposed as a result
services. Mayford does not satisfy this criteria. of this representation

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Woking Council states that land available for development is | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
more viable for removal from the Green Belt. The ownership Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
of land has no bearing on whether it should be designated as of this representation
Green Belt or not.

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

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

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

681 | Rob Jewkes GB8 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible by foot. None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB9 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible by foot. None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible by foot. None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
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.

681 | Rob Jewkes GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible by foot. None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
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 forward, 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.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is | None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification

used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close
proximity.

intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have
significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by
the key requirements of the allocation. The Council has consulted with Natural England and no
objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In
addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other
Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide 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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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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.

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB10

The Green Belt boundary will be weaker as it does not follow
a motorway, district road, railway line, river or prominent
physical feature and would remove the escarpment

None stated.

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.

Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary
will not change in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB11

The Green Belt boundary will be weaker as it does not follow
a motorway, district road, railway line, river or prominent
physical feature and would remove the escarpment

None stated.

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment.

Site GB7 will continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary
will not change in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB10

Development would take away green space which everyone
is entitled to.

None stated.

The Council agrees that access to green space is important. The draft allocation notes in the
key requirements that development must improve provision of and connectivity to recreation
space. This is important in making sure existing and future residents have safe and convenient
access to recreation space. This is further supported by the requirement to retain the existing
footpaths and Rights of Way through the site. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS17 states
that all proposals for new residential development will be required to contribute towards the
provision of open space and green infrastructure.

It should be noted that proposed site GB14 is allocated for green infrastructure whilst GB19 is
allocated as a Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG).

The Council accepts that the removal of this site from the Green Belt will result in a reduction of
the amount of Green Belt and amenity land. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern,
it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt
will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the
Borough and the available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to
deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable
alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view.
Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local
communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt
to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt.
Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the
allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the
Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GBl11

Development would take away green space which everyone
is entitled to.

None stated.

The Council agrees that access to green space is important. The draft allocation notes in the
key requirements that development must improve provision of and connectivity to recreation
space. This is important in making sure existing and future residents have safe and convenient
access to recreation space. This is further supported by the requirement to retain the existing
footpaths and Rights of Way through the site. In addition, Core Strategy Policy CS17 states
that all proposals for new residential development will be required to contribute towards the
provision of open space and green infrastructure.

It should be noted that proposed site GB14 is allocated for green infrastructure whilst GB19 is
allocated as a Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG).

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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The Council accepts that the removal of this site from the Green Belt will result in a reduction of

the amount of Green Belt and amenity land. Whilst the Council sympathises with this concern,

it has ensured through a number of studies that any land that is released from the Green Belt

will not undermine its overall purpose and integrity. Taking into account the constraints of the

Borough and the available evidence, the proposed allocations are the most sustainable to

deliver the objectives of the Core Strategy when compared against other reasonable

alternatives. The Sustainability Appraisal Report provides the evidence to support this view.

Whilst not underplaying the significance of the benefits of Green Belt land to individual local

communities, the overall total of Green Belt land proposed to be released from the Green Belt

to meet development needs up to 2040 is about 3.46% of the total area of the Green Belt.

Presently, the Green Belt is about 63.27% of the total area of the Borough. When all the

allocated sites have been developed the Green Belt will be about 61.8% of the total area of the

Borough. The amount of land being proposed to be released is therefore relatively modest.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Woking, Mayford and Guildford Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Green Belt land is fundamental to the physical separation of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Woking, Mayford and Guildford Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB7 Woking Traveller's sites are all located in one area of the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
borough. Mayford already contributes towards the Traveller Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 is proposed as a result
Community and there is no justification for further expansion of this representation
in Mayford.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Objects to housing on this site - Green Belt boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, as Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
outlined in National Policy. This has not been proved by the of this representation
Council, particularly regrading policy guidance stating that
housing need does not justify the harm done to the Green
Belt by inappropriate development.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Objects to housing on this site - Green Belt boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, as Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
outlined in National Policy. This has not been proved by the of this representation
Council, particularly regrading policy guidance stating that
housing need does not justify the harm done to the Green
Belt by inappropriate development.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt No further modification
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as | is proposed as a result
of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 — well as the K_ey Req_uirements \_Ni_thin theT Site Allocations DP_D, through caref_ul _ of this representation
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). masterple}n_nlng/de_sngn Iayout, it is possible to de\_/elop certain areas of the site Wlthout _

compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during
any future detailed planning application stage.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Land north of Saunders Lane should not be considered for None stated. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the preparation of the Green Belt No further modification
development as it includes "Escarpments and Rising Ground boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the Green Belt boundary review as is proposed as a result
of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Policy NE7 — well as the K_ey Req_uirements \_Ni_thin thg Site Allocations DP_D, through caref_ul _ of this representation
referred to as CS24 in the Woking 2027 submission). masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site without

compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration during
any future detailed planning application stage.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently of this representation
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to
exclude development.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Buffer areas for bird protection should be added to Prey None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Heath and Smarts Heath (SSSIs) in the same way as they Topic Paper. See Section 14.0 is proposed as a result
are for the SPA. The Mayford Village Society is currently of this representation
pursuing inclusion of these areas in the Thames Basin SPA
which, if successful, would result in a 400m buffer zone to
exclude development.

682 | Sally Jewkes 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
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is

is proposed as a result
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also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County of this representation
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

682 | Sally Jewkes 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.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 The traffic situation will be significantly worse and there are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
no public footpaths on some of the roads. This will be made Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
worse with other developments taking place in the wider of this representation
area.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 The traffic situation will be significantly worse and there are None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
no public footpaths on some of the roads. This will be made Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
worse with other developments taking place in the wider of this representation
area.

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

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

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
its plan. of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 No independently verified evidence demonstrates the None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Council have exhausted brownfield sites for development in Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
its plan. of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Development would wipe out wildlife and endanger wildlife None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife No further modification
on the Heaths. Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites. is proposed as a result

Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural of this representation
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).

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Development would wipe out wildlife and endanger wildlife None stated. During the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD the Council consulted with Surrey Wildlife No further modification

on the Heaths.

Trust and Natural England to discover the biodiversity value of each of the proposed sites.
Overall the preferred sites did not raise any objection from Surrey Wildlife Trust or Natural
England based on existing biodiversity features that could not be addressed.

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

The Council is committed to conserving and protecting existing biodiversity assets within the
Borough. Outside of designated important sites and habitats, the Council will encourage new

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).

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB7

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

None stated.

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB10

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

None stated.

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

In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6:
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB11

Please reconsider the plans. Mayford as a village is unique.

None stated.

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

In addition, the Council recognise the special character of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6:
Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an
unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB8

No major objections to the school. Strongly object to the
commercialisation of the site (leisure building). The school
development is covering this up and will have a big impact
on the infrastructure which is under stress.

None stated.

The proposed Hoe Valley Free School and leisure facilities at Egley Road (GB8) has recently
been granted planning permission. As part of the case put forward by the applicant the
associated sport and leisure facilities on the site are an integral part of the operational and
educational curriculum requirements of the school.

The proposed school has carried out detailed transport studies in order to mitigate the impact
of the development on the local infrastructure network. This has been considered appropriate
and suitable by the Local Planning Authority and the County Highways Authority as the site has
been granted planning permission.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB9

Strongly object to the site being used for commercial
infrastructure. The site maintains a gap between Woking and
Mayford and will be lost if developed. It will also have a big
impact on roads due to the existing traffic and lack of
transport infrastructure. Passing the problem onto Surrey
County Council is unacceptable and passing the buck.

None stated.

The draft allocation does not propose a large scale commercial centre within the site. The
existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre and serve the day to day
needs of local people. 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. This site has the opportunity to compliment the
existing retail and/or community facilities in the area in order to continue to serve the day to
day needs of local people. The likely nature of this small scale retail and/or community facilities
is not likely to generate more traffic than the existing commercial uses on the site.
Nevertheless, the Council has stated in the DPD that a Transport Assessment will be required
as well as setting out a number of potential transport infrastructure issues that may need to be
addressed as part of any future development.

The Council is working with the County Council in identifying the transport impact of the
proposed allocations. More information can be found in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic
Paper. See Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB10

GBBR indicates that the school on Egley Road would
maintain the openness of the area, this is misleading and is a
Trojan horse to building housing on the adjacent fiel.

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

682

Sally

Jewkes

GB11

GBBR indicates that the school on Egley Road would
maintain the openness of the area, this is misleading and is a
Trojan horse to building housing on the adjacent fiel.

None stated.

The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is
therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary
review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school
and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 A Lancape Character Assessment has not been undertaken, | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
which raises questions on validity of the review. Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 A Lancape Character Assessment has not been undertaken, | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
which raises questions on validity of the review. Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result

of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Mayford Local Centre has little supporting infrastructure and | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
without a vehicle, future residents will be isolated from everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
services. mevnably increase the number. of peoplg living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation

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.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Mayford Local Centre has little supporting infrastructure and | None stated. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre which caters for the No further modification
without a vehicle, future residents will be isolated from everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocations set around Mayford would is proposed as a result
services. inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation

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.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is | None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over _services _and retail centres.' They do not exactly r_eflect re_al-time ponditions or peak hour ' of this representation
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village has Undertaken a Transpor Assessment (TA) that assesses the ransporrafic mpacts of the
and_at three smgle_ lane b_rldg(_as, where there is currently bad proposed allocations. Thpe TA uses real peak time data to inform the rr?odelling. An;mitigation
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
proposed development. The roads can not handle the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.
additional traffic.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 The Green Belt Review's recommendation of Mayford sites is | None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
based on a 7 minute travel time from Mayford to Woking. key _services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in cr_allculating_t_he accessibility to local is proposed as a result
This is unrealistic at peak times, when the journey takes over services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
half an hour. There is a poor road network through the village journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable Iocatlon_s._The Council
and at three single lane bridges, where there is currently bad has undertaken aTransport Assessment (TA) _that assesses the transporﬂt(afflc |mpac_t_s of_the

. . L9 proposed allocations. The TA uses real peak time data to inform the modelling. Any mitigation
traffic and congestion. This will be exacerbated by the measures that will be necessary will be informed by the Transport Assessment and not the
proposed development. The roads can not handle the journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.
additional traffic.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 The Green Belt review was inconsistent in how it dealt with None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
constraints in the sites reviewed. The Review rejected 10 Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site. of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Objects to housing on this site. The housing will fill in any None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

green space between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning
Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the
risk of merging Woking and Guildford.

No consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate
settlement to Woking nor the impact on the character of the
village

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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682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Objects to housing on this site. The housing will fill in any None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
green space between Mayford and Woking, thereby turning Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Mayford into a suburb of Woking and increasing greatly the _ ) , , , of this representation
risk of merging Woking and Guildford. It is recognised that the separatl_on between Woking and Mayfc_)rd will be reducgd asa r_egult of

the proposal. However the identity and character of Mayford will not be undermined as it is
No consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
settlement to Woking nor the impact on the character of the
village

682 | Sally Jewkes GB9 The site boundary is drawn to include the highway verge to None stated. Paragraph 85 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NFFP) states that when defining No further modification
Egley Road, to provide a strong defensible boundary. This is boundaries, local planning authorities should define boundaries clearly, using physical features | is proposed as a result
setting a dangerous precedent for the future and the th_at are readily recognisable a_md likely to be permanent. The Council believes it has foIIowe_d of this representation
demolition of the Green Belt. this part of the NPPF by drawing the Green Belt boundary to the edge of Egley Road, a defined

boundary which is likely to be permanent. By removing site GB8 and GB9 from the Green Belt,
the grass verge would not serve any of the purposes of Green Belt as set out in the NPPF.
Overall the Council believes that its approach to allocating and safeguarding sites for
development will ensure the Green Belt boundary will be of enduring permanence well beyond
the Plan period, as set out in the NPPF.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure. More None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
people will result in more cars and strain on transport Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
infrastructure. o ) ) . . . . of this representation

The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian
. footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated
Therg are no plan§ to upgradg the roqu, bridges or sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes forwe?rd, thegre is easy
solutions to deal with the existing traffic problems on Egley access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
Road. public transport where feasible.
Prey Heath Road will be dangerous with people walking to
the station.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 No consideration to the impact on infrastructure. More None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
people will result in more cars and strain on transport Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
infrastructure. o ) ) ) ) ) ) of this representation

The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation regarding pedestrian
. footpaths to see what can be done to address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated
Thert_e are no plans_ N upgra_de_ the roqu, bridges or sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme thgt comes forwe?rd, thgre is easy
solutions to deal with the existing traffic problems on Egley access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and
Road. public transport where feasible.
Prey Heath Road will be dangerous with people walking to
the station.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 There are three single lane bridges in the area, which would | None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic | No further modification
not be able to support the increase in traffic. One bridge Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites. is proposed as a result
serves Worplesdon Station which would increase The T_A qcknqwledges th_at there will be_ a net but marginal incregse in traffic over and above of this representation
congestion. 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.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 There are three single lane bridges in the area, which would | None stated. The Council has carried out a revised Green Belt Boundary Review Sensitivity Test — Strategic | No further modification

not be able to support the increase in traffic. One bridge
serves Worplesdon Station which would increase
congestion.

Transport Assessment (TA) (2015) to assess the transport implications of the allocated sites.
The TA acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in traffic over and above
the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of the proposed allocated
sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to be funded by developer
contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific measures to be determined as
part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning applications. Specific requirements
have been incorporated in the relevant proposed allocations to make sure that development
impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site specific measures are identified to address any
adverse impacts. The Council is working with the County Council to identify the strategic
schemes. This will also be used to inform the future review of the IDP and the Transport
Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway Authority for the area is satisfied

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will minimise any adverse traffic impacts of
the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in transport terms.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Only 2 miles between Mayford roundabout and Slyfield. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Development would result in the high risk of coalescence Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between the two towns. of this representation

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Only 2 miles between Mayford roundabout and Slyfield. None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Development would result in the high risk of coalescence Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between the two towns. of this representation

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

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

682 | Sally Jewkes GB10 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible by foot. None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
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.

682 | Sally Jewkes GB11 Worplesdon Station is inaccessible by foot. None stated. The Council will draw the County Council’s attention to this representation to see what can be No further modification
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.

683 | Kate Jewkes GB7 The site is adjacent to Smarts Heath Common SSSI which is | None stated. Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification
used for leisure purposes. Development would decrease the intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result
visual amenity and character of the area and increase the significant ac_iverse impacts on nea_rby designated _sites that cannot k_)e adequately mitigated by | of this representation
risk to wildlife by having more domestic animals in close the_ ke_y requirements _of the allocation. The_ Council he}s conSt_JIte_d with Natural England and no

L objection has been raised over the expansion of the site and its impact on the SSSI. In

proximity. 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.

683 | Kate Jewkes GBS National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing of this representation
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by
inappropriate development

683 | Kate Jewkes GB9 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing of this representation
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by
inappropriate development

683 | Kate Jewkes GB10 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by
inappropriate development

Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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683 | Kate Jewkes GB11 National policy states that Green Belt boundaries should only | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
be altered in exceptional circumstances. This has not been Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraph 1.9-1.12 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.4 is proposed as a result
proven by WBC, especially as Policy states that housing of this representation
need does not justify the harm done to the Green Belt by
inappropriate development

683 | Kate Jewkes 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. Mayford will become a suburb of Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, ) ) ) ) ) of this representation
agains ihe purpose of Green Bel, There has been o b araaa o ety e o ot it bt
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate ' : :
settlement or retari)ning its c%arager. The Compmunity will lose protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
its independence and the historic town and its ‘special
character’ will be engulfed by Woking.

683 | Kate Jewkes 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. Mayford will become a suburb of Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, ) ) ) ) ) of this representation
agaist the purpose of Green Bel. There as been o g o Y N M O A ST
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate ' . )
settlement or retaining its character. The community will lose protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
its independence and the historic town and its ‘special
character’ will be engulfed by Woking.

683 | Kate Jewkes 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. Mayford will become a suburb of Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, _ ) _ ) _ of this representation
agains ihe purpose of Green Bel, There has been o b oo o ey e o st vt bt
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate ' : :
settlement or retaFi)ning its c%arager. The compmunity will lose protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
its independence and the historic town and its ‘special
character’ will be engulfed by Woking.

683 | Kate Jewkes 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. Mayford will become a suburb of Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 and Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
Woking and increasing the risk of merging with Guildford, ] ) ) ) ) of this representation
against e purpose of Green Bel. There as been o A A A S P A
consideration for preserving Mayford as a separate ' : ,
settlement or reta[i)ning its c%arac):,][cer. The compmunity will lose protected by Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt.
its independence and the historic town and its ‘special
character’ will be engulfed by Woking.

683 | Kate Jewkes General Desperately urge to reconsider the plans as it will have a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
devastating impact on Mayford as a village. Mayford is Topic Paper. See Section 23.0. is proposed as a result
unique and mentioned in the Domesday Book. Please also . ) _ _ _ of this representation
refer to the response by the Mayford Village Society who | In addition, the (_:c_nuncn recognise the special charact_er of Mayford. Core Strategy Policy CS6:
am happy also to represent my views. Green Belt specifically hlghllg_hts t_hat dgvelopment will not be allqwed if it will have an

unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.
The response to the Mayford Village Society can be found under Representor ID 563.

683 | Kate Jewkes GB7 All of Woking's Traveller sites are concentrated in one part of | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
the borough and Mayford already provides a major Topic Paper. See Section 22.0 is proposed as a result
contribution towards the Traveller community. No justification of this representation
for further expansion in Mayford.

683 | Kate Jewkes GBS Object to housing on all of the above sites. The purpose of None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Green Belt is to preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns. The GBBR stated that Woking does not have Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. It is aclfn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
a partiular stvong istorcal character, however Mayford
does and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. compromised by the proposed allocations. y y

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.
683 | Kate Jewkes GB9 Object to housing on all of the above sites. The purpose of None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification

Green Belt is to preserve the setting and special character of
historic towns. The GBBR stated that Woking does not have

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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a particularly strong historical character, however Mayford a variety of heritage assets, and there are sufficient and robust policies to preserve and/or
does and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

683 | Kate Jewkes GB10 Object to housing on all of the above sites. The purpose of None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Green Belt is to preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns. The GBBR stated that Woking does not have Woking and its.villages are not classified as higtpric towns. ltis aclgn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
a partculaly ifong istoricalcharacter, however Mayfor
does and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. compromised by the proposed allocati%ns. gnty y

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.

683 | Kate Jewkes GB11 Object to housing on all of the above sites. The purpose of None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Green Belt is to preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns. The GBBR stated that Woking does not have Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. ltis aclfn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
a particularly strong historical character, however Mayford a variety of heritage assets, and tht_ere are suff|C|en_t and_robust policies to preserve _and/or
does and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. enhance ;hese assets. It is not enwsa_ged 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.

683 | Kate Jewkes GB8 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
have been exhausted. Astonished that this is not a Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
prerequisite to releasing Green Belt land for development. of this representation

683 | Kate Jewkes GB9 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
have been exhausted. Astonished that this is not a Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
prerequisite to releasing Green Belt land for development. of this representation

683 | Kate Jewkes GB10 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
have been exhausted. Astonished that this is not a Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
prerequisite to releasing Green Belt land for development. of this representation

683 | Kate Jewkes GB11 No independently verified evidence that all Brownfield sites None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
have been exhausted. Astonished that this is not a Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2 is proposed as a result
prerequisite to releasing Green Belt land for development. of this representation

683 | Kate Jewkes GB8 Wildlife will be wiped out on the site whilst there will be an None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

increased risk to wildlife in protected Heathlands due to the
proximity of the development.

Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are
'Important Bird Areas'.

Topic Paper. See Section 14.0.

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

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

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

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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avoids harms to the SPAs. This includes securing developer contributions towards providing
Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG) and for Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM).

683

Kate

Jewkes

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.

Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are
'Important Bird Areas'.

None stated.

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

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

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

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

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

683

Kate

Jewkes

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.

Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSls and should have a 400m
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are
'Important Bird Areas'.

None stated.

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

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

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

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

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

683

Kate

Jewkes

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.

Prey and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and should have a 400m
buffer zone around them like the TBH SPA sites as they are

None stated.

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

During the preparation of the 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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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'Important Bird Areas'.

Natural England based on existing biodiversity features.

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

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

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).

683

Kate

Jewkes

GB7

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

None stated.

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

683

Kate

Jewkes

GB8

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

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

683

Kate

Jewkes

GB9

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

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

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

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.

683

Kate

Jewkes

GB10

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

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

683

Kate

Jewkes

GB11

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

None stated.

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

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

The Transport Assessment also acknowledges that there will be a net but marginal increase in
traffic over and above the existing situation, which could be mitigated to enable the delivery of
the proposed allocated sites. The mitigation measures will comprise both strategic schemes to
be funded by developer contributions and other sources of funding and by site specific
measures to be determined as part of detailed Transport Assessments to support planning
applications. Specific requirements have been incorporated in the relevant proposed
allocations to make sure that development impacts are fully assessed and appropriate site
specific measures are identified to address any adverse impacts. The Council is working with
the County Council to identify the strategic schemes. This will also be used to inform the future

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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review of the IDP and the Transport Strategy and Programme. The County Council as Highway
Authority for the area is satisfied that the approach to mitigation taken by the Council will
minimise any adverse traffic impacts of the DPD to enable development to be acceptable in
transport terms.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB8 The disappearance of the Green Belt will lead to the loss of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
physical separation between towns and villages, and them Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. The justification for the release of land from the is proposed as a result
merging into one large towns, much against the purpose of Green Belt fgr developmenF, and for safegugrding sites tp meet future development. needs of this representation
the Green Belt. (after 2027) is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper,

Sections 1.0 and 2.0.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB9 The disappearance of the Green Belt will lead to the loss of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
physical separation between towns and villages, and them Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. The justification for the release of land from the is proposed as a result
merging into one large towns, much against the purpose of Green Belt f(_)r developmen_t, and for safegu_arding sites to meet future development_ needs of this representation
the Green Belt. (afte_r 2027) is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper,

Sections 1.0 and 2.0.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB10 The disappearance of the Green Belt will lead to the loss of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
physical separation between towns and villages, and them Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. The justification for the release of land from the | js proposed as a result
merging into one large towns, much against the purpose of Green Belt fpr developmenF, and for safegugrding sites to meet future development. needs of this representation
the Green Belt. (after 2027) is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper,

Sections 1.0 and 2.0.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB11 The disappearance of the Green Belt will lead to the loss of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
physical separation between towns and villages, and them Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. The justification for the release of land from the | js proposed as a result
merging into one large towns, much against the purpose of Green Belt fpr developmenF, and for safegugrding sites to meet future development. needs of this representation
the Green Belt. (after 2027) is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper,

Sections 1.0 and 2.0.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB14 The disappearance of the Green Belt will lead to the loss of None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
physical separation between towns and villages, and them Topic Paper. See Section 12.0, 15.0 and 23.0. The justification for the release of land from the | jg proposed as a result
merging into one large towns, much against the purpose of Green Belt for development, and for safeguarding sites to meet future development needs of this representation
the Green Belt. (after 2027) is comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper,

Sections 1.0 and 2.0.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB10 The proposed density of 12 houses per acre will be 3 times None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
the current density in adjoining Hook Heath. This change is Section 18.0. is proposed as a result
far too excessive. of this representation

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB11 The proposed density of 12 houses per acre will be 3 times None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
the current density in adjoining Hook Heath. This change is Section 18.0. is proposed as a result
far too excessive. of this representation

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GBS The proposals for new housing, school, athletics track, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
leisure facilities and extended hours business and retail park Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
would bring extreme congestion to already congested roads, of this representation
particularly at peak times. The infrastructure is unsustainable
for such large scale development.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB9 The proposals for new housing, school, athletics track, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
leisure facilities and extended hours business and retail park Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
would bring extreme congestion to already congested roads, of this representation
particularly at peak times. The infrastructure is unsustainable
for such large scale development.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB10 The proposals for new housing, school, athletics track, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
leisure facilities and extended hours business and retail park Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. is proposed as a result
would bring extreme congestion to already congested roads, of this representation
particularly at peak times. The infrastructure is unsustainable
for such large scale development.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB8 Strongly opposed to the proposals as Green Belt areas None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for No further modification
should be considered as the last resort for housing safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively is proposed as a result
development, if brownfield sites have been fully developed addressed in the Council's Issues r_:md _Matter_s Topic Pa_lper, S_ectlons 1.0 and 2_.0. Detall onthe | of this representation
and further that 'exceptional circumstances'’ as in national assessment o_f reasonable alternative, including brownfield, sites can be found in Sections 9.0
policy have to proved. This has not been demonstrated by and 11.0 of this paper.

WBC.
1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB9 Strongly opposed to the proposals as Green Belt areas None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for No further modification

should be considered as the last resort for housing
development, if brownfield sites have been fully developed
and further that 'exceptional circumstances' as in national
policy have to proved. This has not been demonstrated by
WBC.

safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively
addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Sections 1.0 and 2.0. Detail on the
assessment of reasonable alternative, including brownfield, sites can be found in Sections 9.0
and 11.0 of this paper.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB10 Strongly opposed to the proposals as Green Belt areas None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for No further modification
should be considered as the last resort for housing safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively is proposed as a result
development, if brownfield sites have been fully developed addressed in the Council's Issues gnd Matte(s Topic Pa}per, Sections 1.0 and 2..0. Detgil onthe | of this representation
and further that 'exceptional circumstances' as in national assessment o_f reasonable alternative, including brownfield, sites can be found in Sections 9.0
policy have to proved. This has not been demonstrated by and 11.0 of this paper.

WBC.

1434 | S, J.R. Jeyam GB11 Strongly opposed to the proposals as Green Belt areas None stated. The justification for the release of land from the Green Belt for development, and for No further modification
should be considered as the last resort for housing safeguarding sites to meet future development needs (after 2027) is comprehensively is proposed as a result
development, if brownfield sites have been fully developed addressed in the Council's Issues Qnd Matters Topic Pe}per, Sectlons 1.0 and 2..0. Detfall onthe | of this representation
and further that 'exceptional circumstances' as in national assessment of reasonable alternative, including brownfield, sites can be found in Sections 9.0
policy have to proved. This has not been demonstrated by and 11.0 of this paper.

WBC.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, gacomTendlatlons of thehGreben Bel_t bour%(:]ary rewewc:egort h%d Eog beedn acEeptEd byéhe :

; : ouncil, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
prominent physical featurgs, protected woodlands — the follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, E;ecomTendlatlons of thehGreben Bel_t bour_}_(:]ary rewew(;egort heg:i Ir:ot} beedn ac;:]eptfts)d byéhe t

. : ouncil, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
prominent physical feature.s’ protected woodland — the follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, rCecomTendlatlons of thehGreben Bel_t bour_wrc;!ary rewewc;erort halgj Ir;og beedn acEeptEd by(tihe :

; ; ouncil, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
prominent physical feature_s, protected woodland — the follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, recomr_nendaﬂons of the Green Bel_t boundary review report had not been accepted by the
prominent physical features, protected woodland — 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

proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane

due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0,
paragraphs 4.1-4.12.

is proposed as a result
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1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

Topic Paper. See Section 14.0.

is proposed as a result
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1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 best how 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.

Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes

forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including

walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’'s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to th|§ rt_apre;ente}tlon regardl_ng the lack of footpaths to see wh_at can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes addrt_af_ss thﬁ eX|st|rr119 snuatlor;. Regzrdlr?g th_e allocated sites, thedCQli]rjcnr\]Mll _ensbure Itlhat any

: . : specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by a
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor Park, the sﬁstainable modes of travel including walking, cy)c/Iing and public transport where);easible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.
1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification

three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours,
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to
address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three sing|e line pridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to thisf rgpre;enta}tion regardi.ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversely affecied by he new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl.n.gsmoor F.)ark’ the sﬁstainable modes of travel includiné walking, cy():lling and public transport Where);easible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this_ r(_epres_ente}tion regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see Wh_at can be done to of this representation
which would b further adversely affecied by the new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor I?ark, the sBstainabIe modes of travel includiné walking, cyZIing and public transport where};easible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson GBS No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose To preserve the setting and specia| character of tOWI’l_S was th cc_nnsidered relevant in _the Gret_an B_elt boundar_y review because by defini_tion is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Wokl_ng and |ts_V|IIages are not classified as hl_st_orlc towns. ltis aclfn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a v:rlety r); heritage ?ssl,te_ts, art1d tht_are arg tSthtnthl]en't ?nd_robl;st p0|“f:|t$1$ to presetrve _r;llnsl/or
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. ggma;ﬂg?msssebﬁz Z‘rop'zsr;% erl](\)”csaatl%is. atthe integrity of any of these assets will be

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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose To preserve the setting and specia| character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. Itis ackn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a variety of heritage assets, and th_ere are suff|0|en_t and_robust policies to preserve _and/or
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. enhance rhese assets. It is not enwsaged 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.
1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification

Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woking and its.viIIages are not classified as higtpric towns. Itis aclgn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vk?rlety o;: heritage assl,e.ts, and thgre arg shufflckl]enlt and.robl;st poll;:u?]s to preserve .T}nbd/or

: . : . enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. _The Council b_el_ieve that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GBS) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. _The Council b_el_ieve that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GBS The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green_BeIt boundary review and th_e Site AIIO(_:at_ions DP_D. As not_ed in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green_BeIt boundary review and th_e Site AIIO(_:at_ions DP_D. As notgd in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green_BeIt boundary review and th_e Site Allogat_ions DRD. As notgd in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green_BeIt boundary review and th_e Site AIIoc_:at_ions DRD. As not_ed in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.
1456 | Glenn Johnson 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

of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops,
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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new development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, mevnably increase the number. of peoplg living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of and services currently offered in the Nelghbo.urhood Centrg. The proposed allocation at Egley
new development would be isolated unless they have a Roa_d Garden _Centre (GB9) notes that there is an oppprtunlty to proyl_de an elemer_lt of

. retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of ‘;“d geéwc;s cgrretntly(gfgzr)ed '[‘ thﬁ] Ntet'ﬁ’hbo.”rhoc’d Cer:tre_.t Tthe propgsed alllocatlotn ?t Egley

; oad Garden Centre notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element o
”eW. development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, |neV|tany increase the number_ of peopl_e living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of ;“d geé"'cfs Cg”etm'ﬂgféeg)ed '{‘ thteh ’\'tetﬁ’hbo.”rhwd Cert‘tre.'t Tthe pro?gsed a':ocat'ot” ?t Egley

: oad Garden Centre notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element o
”e"‘( development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the ratheFr)F()iispersgd pFr)ovision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GBS The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
‘viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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
that any specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson 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 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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. is proposed as a result
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where removed from of this representation
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt. the DPD for

the reasons
stated.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; | should be Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. is proposed as a result
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West removed from of this representation
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have | the DPD for
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it | the reasons
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated | stated, and
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement | alternative
meeting on 6 July 2015. sites identified

in the Green
Belt Review
(Murrays
Lane, W.
Byfleet; Land
off New Lane,
Sutton Green;
land to the
west of West
Hall, W.
Byfleet; and
land south of
High Street,
Byfleet)
explored.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 is proposed as a result
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The removed from of this representation
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future the DPD for
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any the reasons
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood stated.

Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness
and character.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, The site It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local No further modification
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, | should be shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre is proposed as a result
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller removed from | Which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley of this representation
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. the DPD for Roa_d Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to proyl_de an elemer_1t of

the reasons retalllcommunlty_devel_opment to enhance the rather dlsper_sgd provision currently in the_
stated. Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community

development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'.
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
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health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have The site The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site No further modification
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no | should be Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, | is proposed as a result
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a removed from | all of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works | of this representation
driveway that does not conform to current ‘emergency the DPD for t‘; tbhe C"‘.‘t”'e.? °|”t ptl’.IOI’ to ‘éev.?l()pme:'t Fa?ng.flace' I?fgpen(ztlng On.lfhe r?jctenéar;d"h'smr'c USZS

N : T : of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assesse
vehicle requ'lrements, no'water hydrant, site Ilght!ng, mains the reasons and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. stated.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. is proposed as a result
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and | removed from of this representation
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re- the DPD for
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the | the reasons
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller stated.
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on The site The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature No further modification
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately should be Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the is proposed as a result
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a removed from | importance of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. Nevertheless, the Council is satisfied | of thijs representation
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An | the DPD for that the O‘T‘.'te can be devetlolﬁ’mem f.ct’.r the.tprOpToﬁ.ed uselw't.hou.t S'gn'f'c"’t‘“é%ar?ﬁge to_l o

: : surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available

extende_d Traveller site W(.)gld h_ave an adverse impact on the reasons evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the

two environmentally sensitive sites. stated. Lancape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable.
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on
the amenity of nearby residents and the lancape setting of the area.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character | The site This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
and local environments and that sites should not have should be Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the | js proposed as a result
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core removed from | Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on of this representation
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a the DPD for ame_nlty and Ioc_al character. The Council is satisfied that t_he _comblne_zd effects of these
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century the reasons requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.

Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts stated.
Heath Common to open countryside.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, The site Al of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground No further modification
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. should be works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic | js proposed as a result
Due to public use of Smarts Heath Common there is no removed from uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully of this representation
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it | the DPD for assessed z?]nd where necessaﬁy,lmitigation rr;]easrt:res iden:ified to agd(;ess an;qc ar?verse
. . : . . . . impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site
IS unll_kely that acoustic barrllers would IaIIeV|ate noise the reasons minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the lancape setting of
pollut|on,_ and the f_ipproved lorry route’ on the B380 WO_U|d stated. the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable.
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a
footpath. It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported

management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection,
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review.

The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. Itis not intended that the site should be is proposed as a result

environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management

removed from

allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the

of this representation
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states that residents should be discouraged from working the DPD for accommodation needs of Travellers. However, any proposal should take into account the
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to the reasons traditional way of life of Tra\{ellers: Thi; matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that | stated. Topic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue.
sites should positively enhance the environment and
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with
the amenity and character of the immediate area.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk The site Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded No further modification
to children from the Hoe stream. should be management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to is proposed as a result

removed from make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that of this representation
the DPD for incregsing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water

the reasons pollution to the Hoe Stream.

stated.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for | The site In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration | No further modification
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the should be that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to is proposed as a result
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic | removed from | €mphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to of this representation
viable at a low density. the DPD for ensure that any Iar_1d_ that is identified for development has a reallst_lc prospect of coming _

the reasons forward for_ the_ antlgl_pated_ nature and type of devel_opment at the time tha_t it is needed. As with
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the

stated. landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led
process.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Floating obstructions in the river, in part due to existing The site Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded No further modification
camping and other activity on the other side of the river, should be management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to is proposed as a result
exacerbates the risk of uncontrolled flooding on the site. removed from | Make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that of this representation

the DPD for increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water

the reasons pollution to the Hoe Stream.

stated. This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0,
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large The site This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, No further modification
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather should be paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in is proposed as a result
than one extended family, provision of a communal building | removed from | the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper. In addition the Council's of this representation
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front | the DPD for Core S_trategy conte_uns poI|C|e_s_ (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the the reasons of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a stated.
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the
area.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller should be Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. is proposed as a result
community. There is no justification for further expansion in removed from of this representation
Mayford. the DPD for

the reasons
stated.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half services _and retail centres._ They do not exactly r_eflect re_al-tlme pondltlons or peak hour ' of this representation
an 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.
1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification

for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half
an hour.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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journey time estimates used in the Green Belt boundary review.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half §ervices _and retail centres. They do not exactly r_eflect re_al-time _conditions or peak hour _ of this representation
an hour. journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable Iocatlon_s. _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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half §ervices _and retail centres. They do not exactly r_eflect re_al-time _conditions or peak hour _ of this representation
an hour. journey times. Its purpose is to make sure that sites are in sustainable Iocatlon_s. _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.

1456 | Glenn Johnson General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
applications on this site because it would reduce the should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, is proposed as a result
openness of a Green Belt area. removed from particglarly_ para_lgraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to of this representation

the DPD for need identified in the _Councn's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and
the reasons through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process.
stated.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GBS Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in ‘exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need -
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in ‘exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that 'housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating | The site In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration | No further modification
that if availability has not been established with landowners, | should be that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to is proposed as a result
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller | removed from | €émphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to of this representation
use. Residents understand hat I Lee, e ovner occupir | the DPD for | . it oy o 1ot eentn o esipront e o eaisie pospectoicomne,
of Ten Acre Fa_rm has not confirmed availability and the reasons all of the sites identifiped within the DPD),/?he Council Eas sought confirmation from the
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. stated. landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site

is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. The site The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site No further modification
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten | should be Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, | is proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 | removed from | @l of the sites set outin the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works | of this representation
million. the DPD for to be ca_lrrle_d out prior to dev_elopment '_[aklng_place. IZ_)_ependlng on the recent and historic uses

the reasons of the site, its location an_d_ site constraints, site sp_euflc matters will need to be_ fully assessed
stated. and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns The site A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land No further modification
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination | should be contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of is proposed as a result
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be | removed from | key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes of this representation
considered where inancialy vible. In s urrent poentally | the DPD for | 019 te et e spee aers sueh s Sontamietn e iy seacese e e
contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an the reasons contamingtion %ssessments being carried out and the implemenFt)ation of arJ1y necessaryg
eXpanded_tra\/e”er site. Only where land has F’ee” properly stated. remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.
decontaminated should development be considered. In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic

contamination issues on the site.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as | should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's use of the | js proposed as a result
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller removed from | term ‘intensification’ and suggesting ‘expansion’ as the correct term to use, is noted. of this representation
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and the DPD for
immediate surroundings could be explored for future the reasons
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states stated.

that 'expansion' is the correct term for the DPD due to the
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.
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1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b | should be Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional removed from of this representation
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the the DPD for
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller the reasons
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable | stated.
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the
only sites put forward.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary | The site As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the No further modification
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation should be Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. is proposed as a result
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. removed from The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the | of this representation

the DPD for Plan led process.
the reasons
stated.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one The site Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be | should be intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. | removed from | Significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by | of this representation
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice the DPD for E)hb‘?ekcet}g;eﬁ;”ir:s:tnggi aélrotcha;'g”' ;he.O(I:qogfrﬁlehqfec;:jgtlte.?nwggIgattuhrgl SES“g:ard and no

. L : . jecti s raised ov! Xpansi si its imp n .In
guidance on designing Gy_psy and Travelle_r sites, thefe will the reasons addition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey County Council and the other
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, stated. Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Lancape Character
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to different
local environment, and will not positively increase the conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on lancape grounds. The
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene. Lancape Character Assessment is available on the Council's website.

The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21:
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is
sustainable.

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

The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3.

1456 | Glenn Johnson GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require | The site All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground No further modification

significant acoustic barriers. should be works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic | js proposed as a result
removed from | uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for of this representation
the DPD for gcou_s_tic barriers, will need to be fl_JIIy assessed and _where necessary, mitigation measures
the reasons identified to ad_dress any e_ldver_sg impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting,
layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby
stated. residents and the lancape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects
of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable and
viable.
1458 | Peter Johnson GBS Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification

from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers,
prominent physical features, protected woodland — the
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary
due to removal of the escarpment.

proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change
in this particular location.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, distrct roads, railway lines, rivers, Council a cleat reason has been given. The proposed Groen Belt boundary has heen diau o
prominent physical featurgs, protected woodland — the follow tr’Ie edge of the developmer?t sites in ngfgrd. For sites GB8, GB9, (‘Z/Blo and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, Council a cleat reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drain o
prominent physical feature;s, protected woodland — the follow tﬁe edge of the developmengt sites in M%yfgrd. For sites GB8, GB9, GyBlo and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible propo;ed allocated sites from the Gregn Belt will enable a defensible bqundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
t0 be molorways, ditrict roads, ralway ines, ivers, R Al e e A il Tt oi
prominent physical featurgs, protected woodland — the follow tr'Ie edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford is fundamental to the separation None stated. It is recognised that the separation between Woking and Mayford will be reduced as a result of | No further modification
of Woking, Mayford and Guildford. There is only two miles the proposal. However the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core | js proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results SFrategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifica!ly hi_ghligh_ts thgt development will n_ot be allowed if it | of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford will have an un_acceptable effect on the prlma_rlly residential character of_ the village and Green
should Mayford develop further. Belt. The identity and character of Mayford will therefore not be undermined.

1458 | Peter Johnson GBS Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Section 12.0 is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not
be considered for development.

Topic Paper. See Section 7.0

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.
1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.
1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1458 | Peter Johnson 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 best how they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operation{il def_icie_ncies in servic'e provision to meet the ?ncreasing 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1458 | Peter Johnson 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 best how they can collectively enhance existing
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1458 | Peter Johnson 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 best how they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operationol def_icie_ncies in servic_e provision to meet the tncreasing 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1458 | Peter Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1458 | Peter Johnson GBS8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’'s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to thisf ropre;entattion regardi‘ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which would be furher adversely afecte by he now homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor Eark, the sﬁstainable modes of travel includino walking, cyZIing and public transport where)teasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three Sing|e line bridgesl most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this_ ropreoenta_ttion regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see What can be done to of this representation
which voud be furthe adversely ffecicd by the new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor F_’ark, the sﬁstainable modes of travel includin(::] walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three Sing|e line bridgesy most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this_ ropreoentattion regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes addr_e_ss the existing situation. Regarding th_e allocated sites, the Cour_tcn will ensure that any
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the speutlc scheme that comes _forward, there_ is easy access to artd within the site by all _

. ) sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three Sing|e line bridgeS, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to thi; ropre;ente_ttion regardi_ng the lack of foot_paths to see what can be done to of this representation
which voud be further adversel affectcd by the new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor P_ark, the sﬁstainable modes of travel includiniq walking, cy():lling and public transport where)tieasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson 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

alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run

Topic Paper. See Section 5.0.

is proposed as a result
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off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson GBS No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1458 | Peter Johnson GBS The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not cc_msidered relevant ir} _the Green B_elt boundar_y review because by defini_tion is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a Vﬁ”ety ‘t); heritage tass;;a;s, a':d there arg ;Uft“;'fﬂt ?nd.gblf‘t po"?'ﬁf to presetrve 'ﬁnt?/ or

: : : : enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. Itis ackn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a "ﬁ”ety ?r‘: heritage f‘ssl’te.ts' art‘d there arg tsh”ftr'fr']e”.t "t’md .gb‘f‘t po"?'t?f to presetrve 'ﬁnt?/ or

: . : . enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. Itis aclfn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vk?rlety ?;: heritage tasT;e_ts, artwd tht_are arg tshqur;em ?nd_;obl;st pO|I?I§]S to presetrve _rla}nt?/or

: : : : enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a variety of heritage assets, and tht_are are sufﬁuen_t and_robust policies to preserve .and/or
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book enhance ;hese assets. It is not enwsa_ged thgt the integrity of any of these assets will be _

) compromised by the proposed allocations. It is recognised that the separation between Woking
and Mayford will be reduced as a result of the proposal. However the special character of
Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically
highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have an unacceptable effect on the
primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt. The identity and character of
Mayford will therefore not be undermined.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. _The Councll b_el_ieve that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification

Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a
precursor to housing development on fiel either side.

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.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green_BeIt boundary review and th_e Site AIIoc_:at_lons DP_D. As notgd in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of ?{‘d geC:V'C;s Cg"etn“y(gfgg)ed '[‘ thteh '\'tet'ﬁhbo.”rhoc’d Cer:tre_.t Tthe pro?gsed alllocatlotn ?t Egley

: oad Garden Centre notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element o
”eW. development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, mewtably increase the number_ of peoplg living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of ;”d geé"'cgs Cg”etm'y(gfée;)ed '[‘ thteh Ntetﬁhbo.”rhmd Ce'tme.'t Tthe pro?gsed alllocat'ot” ?t Egley

: oad Garden Centre notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element o

”e"‘( development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the

vehicle. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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

of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops,
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of
new development would be isolated unless they have a
vehicle.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'.
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | o this representation
doctors, dentists, meical faciies or schools. Residents of e oniouhood Cente The propesed alocaton st Edey
”e"V. development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the ratherr)%ispersgd p?ovision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
‘viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
‘viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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 forwegrd, 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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 that 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson 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 fonmqrd, therg 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. is proposed as a result
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where removed from of this representation
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt. the DPD for

the reasons
stated.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; | should be Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. is proposed as a result
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West removed from of this representation
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have | the DPD for
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it | the reasons
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated | stated, and
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement | alternative
meeting on 6 July 2015. sites identified

in the Green
Belt Review
(Murrays
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Lane, W.

Byfleet; Land

off New Lane,

Sutton Green;

land to the

west of West

Hall, W.

Byfleet; and

land south of

High Street,

Byfleet)

explored.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 is proposed as a result
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The removed from of this representation
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future the DPD for
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any the reasons
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood stated.

Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness
and character.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, The site It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local No further modification
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, | should be shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre is proposed as a result
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller removed from | Which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley of this representation
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. the DPD for Roa_d Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to proyl_de an elemer_lt of

the reasons retalllcommunlty_devel_opment to enhance the rather dlsper_sgd provision currently in the_
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community

stated. development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'.
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have The site The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site No further modification
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no | should be Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, | is proposed as a result
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a removed from | @ll of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works | of this representation
rvewaytha does ot conform tocurent emergency | the DPD for | 1528 Sied L o clveieren kg e TS s ber et D paeasen 10
vehicle requ.lrements, nO.Water hydrant, site |Ight!ng, mains the reasons the site, its location and site constraielts, sife speciﬁzic matgtJers will need to be fully assessed and
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. stated. where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. is proposed as a result
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and | removed from of this representation
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re- the DPD for
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the | the reasons
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller stated.
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on The site The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature No further modification
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately should be Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the is proposed as a result
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a removed from importange of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. _Neverthel_e_ss, the Council is satisfied of this representation
SSS| at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An the DPD for that the site can _be development f_o_r the_ propos_ed use wn_hogt significant damage to
extended Traveller site would have an adverse impact on the reasons surroundlng enwronmenta]ly sensitive sites. This conclusion is §uppprted by tlhe available

. . . evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the
two environmentally sensitive sites. stated.

Lancape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant
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impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable.
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on
the amenity of nearby residents and the lancape setting of the area.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character | The site This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
and local environments and that sites should not have should be Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the | s proposed as a result
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core removed from | Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on of this representation
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a the DPD for amenity and Ioc_al character. The Council is satisfied that t_he _combln(_ed effects of these
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century the reasons requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.

Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts stated.
Heath Common to open countryside.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, The site All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground No further modification
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. should be works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic | js proposed as a result
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it | the DPD for ?Ssesfed_r?]”d where nectessgﬁy,lmmgatuon ?;]eﬁ#res.t'.de”:'f'ed tto acéd(;es; anyf ?ﬁve(tse
: . : . : : impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site
IS unll_kely that acoustic barrllers would IaIIeVIate noise the reasons miﬁimises any a?dverse impacts on the amenity of nearb?/ regidents and th% lancape setting of
pollutlon,. and the gpproved lorry route’ on the B380 unld stated. the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of sure the development of the site is both sustainable and viable.
the road, so children would have to cross the road to reach a
footpath. It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported

management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection,
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review.

The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be is proposed as a result
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management removed from | allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the of this representation
states that residents should be discouraged from working the DPD for accc_)mmodatlon n(_aeds of Travellers. I_-|owever, any proposal should_take into account the
from their residential pitches and not normally be allowed to the reasons E[(ad_ltlonal way of life of Trav_ellers_. Th|§ matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters

. . . opic paper and the DPD will clarify this issue.
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that stated.
sites should positively enhance the environment and
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with
the amenity and character of the immediate area.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk The site Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded No further modification

to children from the Hoe stream. should be management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to is proposed as a result
removed from | Make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that of this representation
the DPD for increa_lsing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water
the reasons pollution to the Hoe Stream.
stated.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for | The site In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration | No further modification
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the should be that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to is proposed as a result
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic | removed from | emphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to of this representation
viable at a low density. the DPD for ensure that any Iar_ld_ that is identified for development has a reallst_lc prospect of coming _

the reasons forward for the. antl(;lpateq ngture and type of deve!opment at the tlm.e tha.t it is needed. As with
stated all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the

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

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Floating obstructions in the river, in part due to existing The site Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded No further modification
camping and other activity on the other side of the river, should be management iS_SUES. The Council will c_ontinue to work C|OSE|y with th_e operators of the site to is proposed as a result
exacerbates the risk of uncontrolled flooding on the site. removed from | Make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that of this representation

the DPD for increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water

the reasons pollution to the Hoe Stream.

stated. This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0,
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large The site This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, No further modification
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather should be paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in is proposed as a result
than one extended family, provision of a communal building | removed from | the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper. In addition the Council's of this representation
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front | the DPD for Core S_trategy contains poI|C|e_s_ (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the the reasons of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a stated.
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the
area.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller should be Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. is proposed as a result
community. There is no justification for further expansion in removed from of this representation
Mayford. the DPD for

the reasons
stated.

1458 | Peter Johnson GBS The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
an 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
an 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half services and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect real-time conditions or peak hour of this representation
an 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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half services .and retail centres._ They do not exactly (eflect re_al-tlme _condltlons or peak hour _ of this representation
an 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.
1458 | Peter Johnson General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. Most of the housing need for the Borough is internally generated. Consequently, it is envisaged | No further modification

club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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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.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
applications on this site because it would reduce the should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, is proposed as a result
openness of a Green Belt area. removed from particn_JIarIy_ para_lgraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to of this representation

the DPD for need identified in the Qouncﬂ's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and
the reasons through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process.
stated.

1458 | Peter Johnson GBS Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in ‘exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in ‘exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in ‘exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1458 | Peter Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these

Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating | The site In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration | No further modification
that if availability has not been established with landowners, | should be that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to is proposed as a result
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller | removed from | €mphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to of this representation
use. Resdents undersian tha Mr Lee, e owner/ occupir | the DPD for | F1sre (it 0 = Ceni frdebprons oo ealsto pospect ol somms,
of Ten Acre Fa_rm has not confirmed availability and the reasons all of the sites identifiped within the DPDY?he Council Eas sought confirmation from the
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. stated. landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site

is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. The site The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site No further modification
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten | should be Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, | js proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 | removed from | &l of the sites set outin the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works | of this representation
million. the DPD for to be ca}rrle.d out prior to deyelopment Faklng.place. Dgpendlng on the recent and historic uses

the reasons of the site, its location an.d. S|t§ constraints, ;lte spemﬂc matters will need to bg fully assessed
stated. and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns The site A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land No further modification
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination | should be contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of is proposed as a result
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be | removed from | key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes of this representation
consideed where inancilly vabe. I s curentpofenialy | the DPD for | "2k70 51l e e moters S < otamitr ey aosesse v
contaminated state T_en Acre Farm is unacceptable as an the reasons contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary
expanded_traveller site. Only where land has t_)een properly stated. remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is sustainable.
decontaminated should development be considered. In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic

contamination issues on the site.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as | should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's use of the | s proposed as a result
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller removed from | term ‘intensification’ and suggesting 'expansion' as the correct term to use, is noted. of this representation
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and the DPD for
immediate surroundings could be explored for future the reasons
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states stated.
that 'expansion’ is the correct term for the DPD due to the
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b | should be Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional removed from of this representation
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the the DPD for
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller the reasons
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable | stated.
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the
only sites put forward.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary | The site As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the No further modification
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation should be Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. is proposed as a result
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. removed from | The Council is therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the | of this representation

the DPD for Plan led process.
the reasons
stated.

1458 | Peter Johnson GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one The site Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification

family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be | should be intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result
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expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family.
For twelve new pitches meeting the government practice
guidance on designing Gypsy and Traveller sites, there will
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity,
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the
local environment, and will not positively increase the
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene.

removed from
the DPD for
the reasons
stated.

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.

The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21:
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is
sustainable.

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

The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3.

of this representation

1458

Peter

Johnson

GB7

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

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

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

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1459

Shirley

Johnson

GB8

Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers,
prominent physical features, protected woodland — the
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary
due to removal of the escarpment.

None stated.

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change
in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1459

Shirley

Johnson

GB9

Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers,
prominent physical features, protected woodland — the
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary
due to removal of the escarpment.

None stated.

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the
purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change
in this particular location.

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation

1459

Shirley

Johnson

GB10

Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers,
prominent physical features, protected woodland — the
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary
due to removal of the escarpment.

None stated.

The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the
proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn
that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the
recommendations of the Green Belt boundary review report had not been accepted by the
Council, a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drawn to
follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
to the south and Egley Road to the east. The Green Belt boundary to the west has been
defined by site GB11 which is adjacent to the Hook Heath escarpment. This will protect the

No further modification
is proposed as a result
of this representation
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purpose of the Green Belt and not undermine the integrity of the escarpment. Site GB7 will
continue to remain within the Green Belt and therefore the Green Belt boundary will not change
in this particular location.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
t0 be molorways, district roads, railway ines, ivers e e e e e e
prominent physical feature;, protected woodland — the follow tﬁe edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, gBlO and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

Topic Paper. See Section 14.0.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.
1459 | Shirley Johnson GBS 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 best how they can collectively enhance existing is proposed as a result
operationgl def_icie_ncies in servic'e 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1459 | Shirley Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1459 | Shirley Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1459 | Shirley Johnson 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 best how they can collectively enhance existing
operational deficiencies in service provision to meet the increasing demand. The Council is
also working with interested parties such as Network Rail, Enterprise M3 and the County
Council to ensure that there is future investment to deliver the necessary public transport
infrastructure to meet the projected demand on the back of the Core Strategy.

is proposed as a result
of this representation

84



Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed
ID DPD Modifications Modifications
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this_ r(_epres_ente}tion regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see Wh_at can be done to of this representation
which would be furher adversely affecied by the new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl'n'gsmoor Rark, the sEstainabIe modes of travel includiné walking, cy?:lling and public transport where%easible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’'s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to thisf rgpre;enta}tion regardi‘ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversel afected by the new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor F_’ark, the sﬁstainable modes of travel includiné; walking, cy():lling and public transport where):‘easible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three Sing|e line bridgesl most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this_ rgpre;enta}tion regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which vould be furher adversely afecte by he new homes
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor Rark, the sustainable modes of travel includin,g walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this_ rgpre;ente}tion regardi_ng the lack of footpaths to see What can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversely afected by the new homes
heing developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor P_ark, the sﬁstainable modes of travel includiné; walking, cyZIing and public transport where);easible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GBS 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification

Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.

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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not C(_)nsidered relevant ir} _the Green B_elt boundar_y review because by defini_tion is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vk?riety o;: heritage assl,e.ts, and thgre arg sé‘ufficki]enlt and.robl;st poli;:iis to preserve .T}nbd/or

. : : : enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vr?rlety or: heritage ass;e;s, and thgre arg shuﬁlc;]en.t and.robL;st poh:(:lis to preserve .ﬁntfl/or

. . : : enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of tOWﬂ_S was I’]_Ot cqnsidered relevant |n _the Gre_en B_elt boundar_y review because by defini_tion is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woking and its villages are not classified as historic towns. It is acknowledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a v;rlety 0;: heritage assl,e_ts, and tht_ere arg shufflckllen_t and_robl;st pO|I?IehS to preserve _ﬁnt;:i/or

: : ; : enhance these assets. It is not envisaged that the integrity of any of these assets will be
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GBS The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GBS) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GBS8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.
1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape
importance have been ignored.

Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the
preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the
Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,
through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | s proposed as a result
importance have been ignored Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

' through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | s proposed as a result
importance have been ignored Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

' through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GBS 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
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
doctors. dentists. medical facilities or schools. Residents of and services currently offered in the Neighbourhood Centre. The proposed allocation at Egley
new de\’/elo mer;t would be isolated unless th-e have a Road Garden Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element of

hicl P y retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
doctors. dentists. medical facilities or schools. Residents of 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
ne;/]\( (?evelopment would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
venicie. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, |neV|tany increase the number_ of peopl_e living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation
doctors. dentists. medical facilities or schools. Residents of 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
”e"‘( development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
hicl

venicie. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | o this representation
doctors. dentists. medical facilities or schools. Residents of 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
ne;/]\( (?evelopment would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
venhicle. 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

Topic Paper. See Section 13.0

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson 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 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. is proposed as a result
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where removed from of this representation
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt. the DPD for

the reasons
stated.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; | should be Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. is proposed as a result
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West removed from of this representation
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have | the DPD for
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it | the reasons
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated | stated, and
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement | alternative
meeting on 6 July 2015. sites identified

in the Green
Belt Review
(Murrays
Lane, W.
Byfleet; Land
off New Lane,
Sutton Green,;
land to the
west of West
Hall, W.
Byfleet; and
land south of
High Street,
Byfleet)
explored.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 is proposed as a result
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The removed from of this representation
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future the DPD for
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any the reasons
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood stated.

Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness
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and character.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, The site It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local No further modification
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, | should be shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre is proposed as a result
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller removed from | Which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley of this representation
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. the DPD for Roa_d Garden _Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to proyl_de an elemer_lt of

the reasons retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community

stated. development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'.
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall demand in the Borough. Whilst this is the case, it is also accepted that there might be
locally specific pressures of over subscription that needs to be addressed. Whilst traditionally
health provision reacts to meet projected demand, the Council is seeking to work with the
Clinical Commission Groups to see how well provision could be aligned to the proposed
development to avoid unacceptable standards of provision in the area.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Infrastructure, Services and Cost: the site does not have The site The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site No further modification
adequate infrastructure in line with Policy CS14, as it has no | should be Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, | is proposed as a result
surface water or storm water drainage, no main sewer, a removed from | @ll of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works | of this representation
driveway that does not conform to current 'emergency the DPD for Ech) bgca”'ﬁd c|>ut prior t%?\jvﬁ'c’pr?_em. talflng p'gce' T':j'.s IS furmer detallted '3 ﬁaiagraph 4'1? of

o : T : e Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. Depending on the recent and historic uses o
vehicle requ.lrements, no_water hydrant, site Ilght!ng, mains the reasons the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters will need to be fully assessed and
gas and minimal connection to water and electricity. stated. where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 There is a presumption against such development unless The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters No further modification
very special circumstances are demonstrated. Unmet should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9 -1.12 and Section 4.0. is proposed as a result
demand does not constitute very special circumstances and | removed from of this representation
is unlikely to outweigh harm to the Green Belt, re- the DPD for
emphasised by the Secretary of State. Therefore even if the | the reasons
Council can not demonstrate a five year supply of Traveller stated.
sites, this need would not outweigh the harm to the Green
Belt by reason of inappropriateness.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Any proposal that will have an adverse impact on The site The Council agrees with this comment, and indeed Policies CS7: Biodiversity and Nature No further modification
environmentally sensitive sites that cannot be adequately should be Conservation and CS8: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas reiterates the is proposed as a result
mitigated will be refused. The site has a boundary with a removed from |mportange of protecting environmentally sensitive sites. _Neverthelt_e_ss, the Council is satisfied of this representation
SSSI at Smarts Heath Common and Hoe Stream SNCI. An | the DPD for that the ds_'te can be de"et'olfl’mem f.(t’.r the.tprOpTor?.ed uselw't.hoqt S'gn'f'c‘i‘”a %""Tﬁge tO.l o

. : surrounding environmentally sensitive sites. This conclusion is supported by the available

extende.d Traveller site W(.)l.“d hfive an adverse impact on the reasons evidence such as the Habitats Regulations Assessment, Sustainability Appraisal and the

two environmentally sensitive sites. stated. Lancape Assessment. None of the relevant environmental bodies such as Natural England
have objected to the use of the site as a Traveller site on the basis of its potential significant
impacts on environmentally sensitive sites. The site does not fall within any of the areas
identified in the Green Belt boundary review report and the SA as absolute constraints. The
Council is therefore confident that the site can be brought forward to deliver the necessary
Traveller pitches to meet the accommodation needs of Travellers. The proposed allocations
include a list of key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable.
This includes making sure that site specific matters such as biodiversity are fully assessed and
where necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. The requirements
will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on
the amenity of nearby residents and the lancape setting of the area.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Outlines the positive contribution to visual amenity, character | The site This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
and local environments and that sites should not have should be Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21: Design of the | js proposed as a result
unacceptable adverse impact on these set out in the Core removed from | Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to minimise any adverse impacts on of this representation
Strategy Policies CS14, 21 and 24. Smarts Heath Road is a the DPD for amenlty and Iogal character. The Council is satisfied that the F:omblngd effects of these
residential road of 22 houses including two 16th century the reasons requirements will make sure that the development of the site is sustainable.

Grade Two listed buildings, leading directly through Smarts stated.
Heath Common to open countryside.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Traveller sites should provide visual and acoustic privacy, The site All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground No further modification
and characteristics sympathetic to the local environment. should be works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic | js proposed as a result
visual privacy, the proximity of the main railway line means it | the DPD for assessed and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse

is unlikely that acoustic barriers would alleviate noise

the reasons

impacts. The requirements will also ensure that the siting, layout and design of the site
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pollution, and the approved ‘lorry route’ on the B380 would stated. minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby residents and the lancape setting of
add to this. There is no footpath of the ten Acre Farm side of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects of these requirements will make
footpath. It is also worth noting that Ten Acre Farm is an existing Traveller site with no reported

management or health and safety issues. In following the sequential approach to site selection,
after looking for suitable sites in the urban area, the Council will first consider whether legally
established sites in the Green Belt have capacity to expand without significant adverse impacts
on the environment before new sites in the Green Belt are considered. This approach is in line
with the sustainability objectives of the SA Report, the requirements of the Core Strategy, the
NPPF and the advice in the Green Belt boundary review.

The County Highways Authority has raised no highways objection to the proposed
development on the site. Nevertheless the Council will highlight the lack of footpaths to the
County Council to see if the existing situation can be improved for existing and future residents.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Gypsy and Traveller sites are essentially residential and The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
those living there are entitled to a peaceful and enjoyable should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.12. It is not intended that the site should be is proposed as a result
environment. Draft DCLG guidance on site management removed from | allocated for a business use. The site is allocated as a Traveller site to meet the of this representation
states that residents should be discouraged from working the DPD for ?cc(:thmmoldatmn f”ﬁeds} 9rf Tra\lqellersT.hl_—ioweEer,r?nyg)ropos;cli Sho“'c?_ta't(ﬁ |r|1to accourclit't;ett

. : o raditional way of life of Travellers. This matter has been addressed in the Issues and Matters
from their reS|dent|aI_p|tches _and not normally be a_llowed to the reasons Topic paper gnd the DPD will clarify this issue.
work elsewhere on site. Woking Core Strategy outlines that stated.
sites should positively enhance the environment and
increase openness. Inclusion of business use would inflict a
small scale industrial estate with associated noise, traffic and
nuisance to residents in the road, and is out of keeping with
the amenity and character of the immediate area.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The additional traveller pitches would present a serious risk The site Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded No further modification

to children from the Hoe stream. should be management issues. The Council will continue to work closely with the operators of the site to is proposed as a result
removed from make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that of this representation
the DPD for increa_lsing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water
the reasons pollution to the Hoe Stream.
stated.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The owner/ occupier continues to seek planning approval for | The site In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration | No further modification
his own residential use. The Green Belt Review states the should be that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to is proposed as a result
site's low existing use value means it is likely to be economic | removed from | €mphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to of this representation
viable at a low density. the DPD for ensure that any Iar_ld_ that is identified for development has a reallst_lc prospgc_t of coming _

the reasons forward for_ the_ antlgl_pated_ ngture and type of devel'opment at the tlm_e tha_t it is needed. As with
all of the sites identified within the DPD, the Council has sought confirmation from the

stated. landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site
is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the
SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the Plan period subject
to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. The Council is
therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the Plan led
process.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Floating obstructions in the river, in part due to existing The site Ten Acre Farm is a functional established Traveller site with no significant recorded No further modification
camping and other activity on the other side of the river, should be management is_sues. The Council will c_ontinue to work closely with th_e operators of the site to is proposed as a result
exacerbates the risk of uncontrolled flooding on the site. removed from | Make sure that it continues to be effectively managed. There is no evidence to suggest that of this representation

the DPD for increasing the number of Traveller pitches on the site would result in an increase in water

the reasons pollution to the Hoe Stream.

stated. This representation regarding flooding and business activity on the site has been
comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See Section 4.0,
paragraph 4.10 and 4.12 respectively.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Where a site is isolated from local facilities and is large The site This representation is addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Paper, Section 4.0, No further modification
enough to contain a diverse community of residents rather should be paragraph 4.10. The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in is proposed as a result
than one extended family, provision of a communal building | removed from | the Site Allocations DPD is addressed in Section 3.0 of this paper. In addition the Council's of this representation
is recommended. Such a building, if located towards the front | the DPD for Core Strategy contr?uns pOlICIEtS. (including CS21) ensure that development is of a high quality
of the site as recommended, will not positively enhance the the reasons of design that contributes positively to the street scene and local character.
environment, increase its openness or respect or make a stated.
positive contribution to the street scene and character of the
area.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Traveller sites are concentrated in Mayford and Brookwood The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
Lye, providing a major contribution to the Traveller should be Topic Paper. See Section 22.0. is proposed as a result

community. There is no justification for further expansion in

removed from

of this representation

90



Rep | Name Surname Section of Summary Of Comment Proposal Officer Response Officer Proposed

ID DPD Modifications Modifications
Mayford. the DPD for

the reasons
stated.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half ;ervices .and retail centres.. They do not exactly (eflect rgal-time ponditions or peak hour . of this representation
an 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half §ervices .and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect rgal—time ponditions or peak hour . of this representation
an 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half §ervices .and retail centres. They do not exactly reflect rgal—time ponditions or peak hour . of this representation
an 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review's basis for recommending Mayford None stated. The journey times used in estimating the sustainability of sites by reference to their proximity to | No further modification
for development is a 7 minute travel time using Google key services and facilities provide a consistent baseline in calculating the accessibility to local is proposed as a result
maps. At peak hours the actual travel time can be over half _services _and retail centres.' They do not exactly r_eflect re_al-time ponditions or peak hour ' of this representation
an 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.

1459 | Shirley Johnson General Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GBS Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Proposed development in Guildford, specifically the football None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
club at Salt Box Road and 1,000 homes around an expanded Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11, and Section 24.0. is proposed as a result
Slyfield Industrial Estate has not been disclosed to Woking of this representation
residents. Traffic movements from this development will lead
to significant traffic movements and inevitable gridlock.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Successive Planning Inspectors have refused residential The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
applications on this site because it would reduce the should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3, and for further background, Section 1.0, is proposed as a result

openness of a Green Belt area.

removed from

particularly paragraphs 1.9 - 1.12. The proposed allocations are put forward in response to

of this representation
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the DPD for need identified in the Council's Core Strategy (adopted 2012) and current supply of land, and
the reasons through the plan-making (as opposed to development management) process.
stated.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in ‘exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 'exceptional | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
circumstances' according to National Policy. This has not Topic Paper. See Section 1.0, paragraphs 1.9-1.12. is proposed as a result
been proved. Policy clearly states that ‘housing need - of this representation
including Traveller sites' does not justify harm done to the
Green Belt by inappropriate development

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Section 10.0 and Section 17.0 is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review was worryingly inconsistent in its None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
approach of not considering certain areas of land, due to Topic Paper. See Sections 10.0 and 17.0. is proposed as a result
constraints. It then recommended land that contained these of this representation
constraints, Mayford included. It rejected the Ten Acre site
as a Traveller site.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Outlines an extract from the Green Belt Review 2014 stating | The site In accordance with national planning policy the availability of land is a significant consideration | No further modification
that if availability has not been established with landowners, | should be that the Council has to take into account. Footnote 11 and 12 of the NPPF is clear to is proposed as a result
that sites are not considered further for Gypsy and Traveller | removed from | €mphasise that to be considered deliverable, sites should be available. This is necessary to of this representation
use. Residents undersand U Mr Lee, e ouner/ occupier | the DPD for | E1Sue Sty s el o esoprons Jose el it oo,
of Ten Acre Fa_rm has not confirmed availability and the reasons all of the sites identifiF:ad within the DPD),/Ft)he Council Eas sought confirmation from the
therefore the site should be removed from the DPD. stated. landowner that the site is available for development. The landowner has confirmed that the site

is available and therefore has been considered within the Site Allocations DPD.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 Pitches would have to be raised clear of any flood risk. The site The general approach to infrastructure provision to support the proposals in the Site No further modification
Quotes cost of similar sites. The costs of preparation of Ten | should be Allocations DPD is addressed in the Issues and Matters Topic Paper (Section 3.0). In addition, | js proposed as a result
Acre Farm as a Traveller site is likely to be in excess of £1.5 | removed from | &l of the sites set outin the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground works | of this representation
million. the DPD for to be ce}rrle.d out prior to deyelopment ;aklng.place. Dgpendlng on the recent and historic uses

the reasons of the site, its location an.d. sntg constraints, §|te spguﬁc matters will need to bg fully assessed
stated. and where necessary, mitigation measures identified to address any adverse impacts.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The Green Belt Review rejected the site due to concerns The site A number of the proposed allocations in the DPD are sited on land which could have land No further modification
over contamination, also detailed in the DPD. Contamination | should be contamination from previous or historic land uses. This proposed allocation includes a list of is proposed as a result
can be prohibitively expensive to remedy and should only be | removed from | key requirements to be met to make the development of the site acceptable. This includes of this representation
considered where financially viable. In its current potentially the DPD for making sure that site specific matters such as contamination are fully assessed and where
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contaminated state Ten Acre Farm is unacceptable as an the reasons necessary mitigation measures identified to address adverse impacts. Subject to thorough
expanded traveller site. Only where land has been properly stated. contamination assessments being carried out and the implementation of any necessary
decontaminated should development be considered. remediation measures, the Council is satisfied that the development of the site is susltaine.tble.

In some cases the proposed development would also offer a means to address the historic
contamination issues on the site.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 A sequential approach must be taken to identify sites for The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
allocation, and the Green Belt Review sets out the order, as | should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0. The part of the representation objecting to the DPD's use of the | s proposed as a result
stated in the response. The Council's Traveller removed from | term intensification’ and suggesting ‘expansion’ as the correct term to use, is noted. of this representation
Accommodation Assessment (TAA) states the site and the DPD for
immediate surroundings could be explored for future the reasons
expansion to accommodate additional pitches, and states stated.
that 'expansion’ is the correct term for the DPD due to the
intention of the site to be used for the current occupier's
family. Objects to the DPD's use of the term 'intensification'.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The Council has set aside the Green Belt Review's The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
recommendations by selecting the lowest priority rating of 4b | should be Topic Paper. See Section 11.0, Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2, and Section 17.0. is proposed as a result
in proposing the expansion of the site by up to 12 additional removed from of this representation
pitches. No independently verified evidence shows the the DPD for
Council has exhausted brownfield sites for Traveller the reasons
development, nor why sites identified as available and viable | stated.
in the Green Belt Review have not been included, whilst sites
excluded (this site and Five Acres, Brookwood Lye) are the
only sites put forward.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The site's inclusion as an extended Traveller site is contrary | The site As noted in the SHLAA (2015) the site would only be deliverable or developable during the No further modification
to the Council's own Strategic Land Accommodation should be Plan period subject to it being released from the Green Belt through the Site Allocations DPD. is proposed as a result
Assessment. The site should not be included in the DPD. removed from | The Councilis therefore pursuing the use of the site for Travellers accommodation through the | of this representation

the DPD for Plan led process.
the reasons
stated.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The site was granted permission for 5 caravans for one The site Ten Acre Farm is already a functional established Traveller site. The Council is satisfied the No further modification
family in 1987. It was never envisaged that the site would be | should be intensification of the use of the site to include by an additional 12 pitches will not have is proposed as a result
expanded outside of the current occupier's immediate family. | removed from | Significant adverse impacts on nearby designated sites that cannot be adequately mitigated by | of this representation
For twelve new piches meefing the governmen pracice " | the DPD for | 1 eabiement o e ajeater. Toe Caupel s coneeo b bl Cogandand o
guidance on designing Gy_psy and Travelle_r sites, thefe will the reasons adeition, the Council has been working in partnership with Surrey CF:)ounty Council and the other
be unacceptable adverse impacts on the visual amenity, stated. Surrey districts and boroughs over time to prepare a detailed Borough-wide Lancape Character
openness, character and appearance of the area, and the Assessment. There is nothing in the document that would have led the Council to different
local environment, and will not positively increase the conclusions about the selection of Ten Acre Farm for expansion on lancape grounds. The
openness of the area, nor the rural streetscene. Lancape Character Assessment is available on the Council's website.

The impact on local character has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic
Paper. See Section 19.0. In addition, other development plan policies such as Policy CS21:
Design and CS6: Green Belt of the Core Strategy will apply to the development of the site to
minimise any adverse impacts on amenity and local character. The Council is satisfied that the
combined effects of these requirements will make sure that the development of the site is
sustainable.

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

The representation regarding the planning history of the site and the openness of the Green
Belt has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper.
See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3.

1459 | Shirley Johnson GB7 The site is adjacent to the main railway line so would require | The site All of the sites set out in the Site Allocations DPD will require site preparation and ground No further modification

significant acoustic barriers. should be works to be carried out prior to development taking place. Depending on the recent and historic | s proposed as a result
removed from uses of the site, its location and site constraints, site specific matters such as the need for of this representation
the DPD for gcougltic barriers, will need to be fglly assessed and yvhere necessary, mitigation measures
the reasons identified to adgress any a}dverg,g |mpacts. The reqwrements will also ensure that the siting,
stated. layout and design of the site minimises any adverse impacts on the amenity of nearby

residents and the lancape setting of the area. The Council is satisfied that the combined effects
of these requirements will make sure the development of the site is both sustainable and
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viable.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, Council a clear reason has been given. The proposed Green Bt boumdary has been dravin o
prominent physical featurgs, protected woodland — the follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, distrct roads, railway lines, rivers, Council a cleat reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has heen drau o
prominent physical featurgs, protected woodland — the follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, Council a cleat reason has been given. The proposed Green Belt boundary has been drain o
prominent physical features’ protected woodland — the follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 Areas of Mayford are recommended to be released None stated. The Green Belt boundary review report provides sufficient evidence that the release of the No further modification
from the Green Belt on the basis of “creating a defensible proposed allocated sites from the Green Belt will enable a defensible boundary to be drawn is proposed as a result
Green Belt boundary” — “strong” boundaries are considered that will endure over a long period of time beyond the Core Strategy period. Where the of this representation
to be motorways, district roads, railway lines, rivers, recommendatlons of the Green Bel_t boundary review report had not been accepted by the
prominent physical features, protected woodland — the Council, a clear reason has been given. 'I_'he proposed Gre_en Belt boundary has been drawn to

o follow the edge of the development sites in Mayford. For sites GB8, GB9, GB10 and GB14
proposed changes would in fact make a weaker boundary there will be a continuation of the existing urban area which is well defined by Saunders Lane
due to removal of the escarpment. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford

Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0,
paragraphs 4.1-4.12.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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should Mayford develop further.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 Green Belt land in Mayford 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. There is only two miles Topic Paper. See Sections 1.0, particularly paragraphs 1.1 and 1.2 and Section 4.0, is proposed as a result
between the Mayford roundabout and Slyfield which results paragraphs 4.1-4.12. of this representation
in a high risk of coalescence between Woking and Guildford
should Mayford develop further.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 Land North of Saunders Lane includes “Escarpments None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
and Rising Ground of Lancape Importance” (1999 Local Plan Topic Paper. See Section 7.0 is proposed as a result
Policy NE7 and referred to in CS24) and therefore should not of this representation
be considered for development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSIs and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green Topic Paper. See Section 14.0. is proposed as a result
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and of this representation
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 Land relating to Special Protection Areas (SPA), including a | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification

400m buffer, was excluded from consideration in the Green
Belt Review. Prey Heath and Smarts Heath are SSSls and
designated 'Important Bird Areas' by Bird Life International,
so should have buffers applied for the same reason. The
Mayford Village Society is currently pursuing the inclusion of
these areas in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA which, if
successful, will result in a 400m development exclusion
buffer.

Topic Paper. See Section 14.0.

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 ar]d p.rovider.s to see best how they can colleptively 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.

Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes

forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including

walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1460 | Andrew Johnson 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. relevar_wt operators an_d p_rovider_s to see k:_)est how they can coIIe_ctiver 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 best how 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.
Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any specific scheme that comes
forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all sustainable modes of travel including
walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GBS Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three Sing|e line bridge& most roads unlit at n|ght and few Sectic_m 3.0, in_ particular pa_ragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any

. . . specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor P_ark, the sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to thls_ representation regardl_ng the lack of footpaths to see What can be done to of this representation
which would be further adversely affected by the new homes address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any

. . . specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor Park, the sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification
three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’'s is proposed as a result
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours, attention to th|§ rgpresenta}tlon regardllng the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to of this representation
which would be furter adversely affected by the new homes Cpectic scheme that comes forwayd. there s cacy access 9 and winin he sie by all
being developed at Willow Reach and Kl_n_gsmoor P_ark, the sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the
other proposed development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 Mayford has a very poor road network, with narrow roads, None stated. This representation has been addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper. See | No further modification

three single line bridges, most roads unlit at night and few
pedestrian footpaths. Traffic is gridlocked at peak hours,

Section 3.0, in particular paragraph 3.6 and 3.11. The Council will draw the County Council’s
attention to this representation regarding the lack of footpaths to see what can be done to

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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which would be further adversely affected by the new homes address the existing situation. Regarding the allocated sites, the Council will ensure that any
being developed at Willow Reach and Kingsmoor Park, the specific scheme that comes forward, there is easy access to and within the site by all
proposed school at Egley Road and additional traffic from the sustainable modes of travel including walking, cycling and public transport where feasible.
other proposed development.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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
alleviation. Developing land will increase surface water run Topic Paper. See Section 5.0. is proposed as a result
off and increase flood risk to surrounding properties. of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 No evidence (independently verified) has been None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
produced to demonstrate that Woking Council has exhausted Topic Paper. See Section 11.0 and Section 9.0, paragraph 9.2. is proposed as a result
Brownfield sites for development in its Plan of this representation

1460 | Andrew Johnson GBS The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. Itis aclgn.owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vk?rlety ?;: heritage tasT;e_ts, artwd tht_are arg tshqur;em ?nd_;obl;st pO|I?I§]S to presetrve _rla}nt?/or
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. ggm%?g?nisgzebsstﬁz Z}op'cs)sl% er;(\)/lcsaétl%i ! at the integrity of any of these assets will be

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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose To preserve the Setting and Specia| character of tOWI’l_S was th cc_nnsidered relevant iq _the Gret_an B_elt boundar_y review because by defini_tion is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Wokl_ng and |ts_V|IIages are not classified as hl_st_orlc towns. Itis ackn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vr?rlety ;); heritage tasslte_ts, art1d th_ere arg tshufl‘lfrl]ent ?nd_robtést polltlet?]s to presetrve _ﬁnt;j/or
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. ggma;ﬂg?msssebﬁz Z‘rop'zsr;% erl](\)”csaatl%is. atthe integrity of any of these assets will be

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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification
Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of towns was not considered relevant in the Green Belt boundary review because by definition is proposed as a result
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong Woki_ng and its_villages are not classified as hi_st_oric towns. Itis ackn_owledged that Woking has | of this representation
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong a vr?rlety ?;: heritage tasslte_ts, art1d there arg ;‘”thk']e”.t ?nd.f[ObL;St po"?'ﬁls to presetrve .ﬁnbd/ or
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book. ggm%?gfnisgzebsstﬁg ;roplgsne% ZHC\)/(I:Z?%?] ! at the integrity of any of these assets will be

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.
1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review incorrectly dismissed the Green Belt | None stated. The specific purpose of the Green Belt to preserve the setting and special character of historic | No further modification

Purpose 'To preserve the setting and special character of
historic towns' due to Woking not having a particularly strong
historical character. However Mayford does have a strong
history and is mentioned in the Domesday Book.

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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compromised by the proposed allocations.
In addition, the special character of Mayford is recognised by the Council and Core Strategy
Policy CS6: Green Belt specifically highlights that development will not be allowed if it will have
an unacceptable effect on the primarily residential character of the village and Green Belt.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. _The Councll b_el_ieve that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
misleading if that school is merely a Trojan horse as a review support this decision. The Council believe that the site can be developed for a school of this representation
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review indicates that a school on Egley None stated. The site at Egley Road (Policy GB8) is allocated for housing and educational uses. There is No further modification
Road would maintain the openness of the area. This is therefore no intention to be misleading. The recommendations of the Green Belt boundary is proposed as a result
precursor to housing development on fiel either side. and about 188 new homes without undermining the overall purpose of the Green Belt.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green.BeIt boundary review and the Site Allogaplons DRD. As notgd in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 The Green Belt Review proposes to change boundaries None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
without a Lancape Character Assessment, questioning the Topic Paper. See Section 7.0. The Hook Heath Escarpment was taken into account during the | is proposed as a result
validity of the review and suggesting why areas of lancape preparation of the Green Belt boundary review and the Site Allocations DPD. As noted in the of this representation
importance have been ignored. Green Belt boundary review as well as the Key Requirements within the Site Allocations DPD,

through careful masterplanning/design layout, it is possible to develop certain areas of the site
without compromising the integrity of the escarpment. This would be taken into consideration
during any future detailed planning application stage.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GBS 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of ‘;”d ;z"'c;s Cgrre{‘tly(gfég)ed '[‘ tht‘; Ntetﬁhbo.”rhoc’d Cert‘tre.'t Tthe propgsed alllocatlotn ?t Egley

: oad Garden Centre notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element o

”e"‘( development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the

vehicle. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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

of proximity to a 'Local Centre'. Other than a Post Office and
barbers, Mayford has no supporting infrastructure e.g. shops,
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of

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

is proposed as a result
of this representation
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new development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, mevnably increase the numberl of peoplg living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of and services currently offered in the Nelghbo.urhood Centrg. The proposed allocation at Egley
new development would be isolated unless they have a Roa_d Garden _Centre (GB9) notes that there is an oppprtunlty to proyl_de an elemer_lt of

. retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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
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 e.g. shops, inevitably increase the number of people living locally, placing a greater demand on the shops | of this representation
doctors, dentists, medical facilities or schools. Residents of ‘;“d geéwc;s cgrretntly(gfgzr)ed '[‘ thﬁ] Ntet'ﬁ’hbo.”rhoc’d Cer:tre_.t Tthe propgsed alllocatlotn ?t Egley

; oad Garden Centre notes that there is an opportunity to provide an element o
”eW. development would be isolated unless they have a retail/community development to enhance the rather dispersed provision currently in the
vehicle. 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB8 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB9 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB10 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
'viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB11 The Council openly states that it considers land available for | None stated. This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
development (eg owned by the Council or a Developer) more Topic Paper. See Section 13.0 is proposed as a result
‘viable' for removal from the Green Belt. Ownership of land of this representation
has not bearing on whether land should be Green Belt or not.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 canbe | 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson 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 canbe | 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.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB7 The proposal is inappropriate development in the Green Belt, | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
contrary to Core Strategy Policy CS6 and section 9 of the should be Topic Paper. See Section 1.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.3. is proposed as a result
NPPF. These set out limited circumstances where removed from of this representation
development is considered appropriate in the Green Belt. the DPD for
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the reasons
stated.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB7 Questions why several sites identified to meet future need for | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
pitches in the Green Belt Review (Murrays Lane, W. Byfleet; | should be Topic Paper. See Section 17.0 and Section 4.0, paragraph 4.11. is proposed as a result
Land off New Lane, Sutton Green; land to the west of West removed from of this representation
Hall, W. Byfleet; and land south of High Street, Byfleet) have | the DPD for
been omitted from the DPD with no explanation other than "it | the reasons
is easier to expand existing sites in the Green Belt" as stated | stated, and
by a planning officer at the Mayford Community Engagement | alternative
meeting on 6 July 2015. sites identified

in the Green
Belt Review
(Murrays
Lane, W.
Byfleet; Land
off New Lane,
Sutton Green,;
land to the
west of West
Hall, W.
Byfleet; and
land south of
High Street,
Byfleet)
explored.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB7 Risk of flooding: The Council states in the DPD that it will not | The site This representation has been comprehensively addressed in the Council's Issues and Matters | No further modification
allocate sites or grant planning permission for additional should be Topic Paper. See Section 4.0, paragraph 4.10 is proposed as a result
pitches in the functional floodplain (Flood Zone 3a). The removed from of this representation
Traveller Accommodation Assessment states that future the DPD for
expansion could be explored subject to overcoming any the reasons
flooding issues. As 10% of the rear of the site is in Flood stated.

Zone 3 and a further 15% in Flood Zone 2, proposed pitches
would be pushed closer to the road frontage, with
unacceptable adverse impacts on visual amenity, openness
and character.

1460 | Andrew Johnson GB7 The site does not have the supporting infrastructure, The site It is agreed that all types of new residential development should have good access to local No further modification
particularly easy access to schools and local facilities (shops, | should be shops and services. The existing shops in Mayford form the Mayford Neighbourhood Centre is proposed as a result
medical facilities and employment) to support a Traveller removed from | Which caters for the everyday needs of those living locally. The proposed allocation at Egley of this representation
site, with regard to the Core Strategy and SHLAA. the DPD for Roa_d Garden _Centre (GB9) notes that there is an opportunity to proyngie an elemer_lt of

the reasons retalllcommunlty_devel_opment to enhance the rather dlsper_sgd provision currently in the_
Mayford area. It is envisaged that this relevantly small provision of retail and/or community

stated. development will help meet the day to day needs of local people and therefore reduce the need
to travel by car. In addition planning permission has recently been granted for a new secondary
school and leisure centre at the site known as ‘Nursery land adjacent to Egley Road (GB8)'.
The provision of this infrastructure will further support the daily needs of local people. In
addition, the general approach to providing local infrastructure to support development is
outlined in the Council's Issues and Matters Topic Paper, Section 3.0. On health services, the
Infrastructure Delivery Plan notes that at present there is adequate GP provision to meet
overall 